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CURRENT TOPICS. 





Mr. Justice Stretrne was sworn in before the Lord Chancellor 
on Thursday last, and was expected to take his seat in the Lord 
Chancellor’s Court, lately oceupied by Mr. Justice Pearson, on 


Friday. 





Ir 1s announcep that the trial of Middlesex common jury 
actions will be commenced on Tuesday next, and that the remain- 
ing London special jury actions in the printed list will be taken 
on and after Monday, the 7th of June. 





Sarurpay, the 29th inst., is the day appointed for keeping the 
Queen’s birthday, and it is expected that the judges will avail 
themselves of the permission given by R. 8. C., 1883, LXIIL., 2, 
and by not sitting will combine honour to the day with inconveni- 


ence to the suitors. 





Mr. Rozert Witt14am Peaxr, who has resigned the office of 
chief clerk to Mr. Justice Kay, was the only chief clerk remaining 
of the chief clerks first appointed under the Act.of 1852 (15 & 16 
Vict. c. 80), and the only survivor of that body other than Mr. 
Ricuarp Broxam, the taxing master. 





THE PRoFEssion are to be congratulated on Lord Herscne.u’s first 
appointment to the bench of the High Court. Mr. Srracine is an 
accomplished lawyer and a man of exceptional ability, industry, 
and acuteness. His pleadings and arguments are well known to 
practitioners in the Chancery Division as unsurpassed for neatness, 
care, and ingenuity, and his experience of practice, though com- 
paratively short, has been of a most varied character. He has 
comparative youth on his side, and his amiability and unobtru- 
siveness are so marked that the only doubt we have heard expressed 
is whether he will sufficiently assert his authority in his new posi- 
tion ; the example, however, of the lamented judge whose place he 
fills, ought to be sufficient to dispel the silly notion that, in order to 
keep up the dignity of the bench, it is pace | to adopt the 
“ Almighty speaking to a black beetle’? mode of address. We 
anticipate for the new judge a very successful career, but: probably 





his full merits will not become manifest until he su s to the 
chamber work of a judge of the Chancery Division. 
Mr. Justice Srrewine is the only member of the present bench | . 


who achieved the rank of senior wrangler. It is many years 
since a senior wrangler has reached a judgeship, but at one time 
there sat on the bench no fewer than four judges who had obtained 
that distinction. Of the Oxonians now on the bench, Lord Jus- 
tice Bowen and Mr. Justice Currry graduated first class in Classics, 
Lord Justice Corron having been second class in Classics and first 
class in Mathematics, while among the Cambridge judges Mr. 
Justice Denman was senior classic, and Lord Brackpurn was 
placed high among the wranglers. 





Wirn nererence to the judicial changes in the Chancer 
Division, the following orders have been made by the Lo 
Chancellor:—(1) dated the 18th of May, that all causes and 
matters then pending before Sir Joun Pranson be transferred to 











Mr. Justice Norra, and that the chief clerks and other clerks and 
officers attached to the chambers of Sir Joun Pearson continue to 
perform the same duties in relation to Mr. Justice Norru as those 
which they have hitherto performed for Sir Joun Pearson, and the 
order which directs that no cause or matter be marked for Mr. 
Justice Norrn is discharged ; (2) dated the 19th of May, that the 
several causes now standing for trial or hearing only before Mr. 
Justice Norrn (other than the following :—viz., Re Batthyany 
Strattman (deceased), Batthyany Strattman v. Walford (part heard) ; 
Re Brogden, Billing v. Brogden (standing for judgment), and the 
two actions of The Edison, &e., Electric Light Co. v. Woodhouse) 
be transferred to Mr. Justice Srintive for the purpose only of trial 
or hearing, and that no cause or matter be assigned to Mr. Justice 
Srreuuxe by the same being marked with his name ; (3) dated the 
20th of May, assigning the second of the two causes of The Edison, 
§e., Electric Light Co. v. Woodhouse to Mr. Justice Burr for 
pee the first of the two having been disposed of on the 
inst. 





Amone THE aLTERATIONs in the forthcoming Supreme Court 
Funds Rules, which are already in a forward state of pr2paration, 
there will be a provision that, when a person dying intestate was, 
at the time of his death, entitled to a payment not exceeding £50, 
and no administration has been taken out to the estate of such 
person, payment may be made to the widow, child, father, mother, 
brother, or sister of the deceased who would be entitled to take out 
administration to his estate. A form of declaration will be pre- 
scribed for effecting this object. There will also be the provision 
shortly referred to last week (ante, p. 465), whereby the facilities 
for obtaining payment out of court will be extended to solicitors 
entitled to costs ; and sums under £5 due to persons whose names 
and addresses are stated in an order under which the money is 
payable, or in a chief clerk’s or taxing master’s certificate, may be 
remitted by post without a previous request being made for the 
purpose. This latter alteration may prove a great boon to creditors 
who do not find it worth while to come to London to receive such 
small amounts, or to employ a solicitor for that p . There 
will also be a rule to give effect to R. S.C. (December, 1885), LI., 
3a., under which-lodgments in court of purchase-money of real 
estate may be made upon the authority of a chief clerk without an 
order for the purpose. And the necessity for a purchaser to obtain 
a stop order in such a case will be obviated by a direction on the 
chief clerk’s ‘‘ authority,” that the money be not dealt with with- 
out notice. The “authority” may also direct the investment of 
the money. Other minor alterations will appear, one of which 
deserves notice. It is that, when part of a sum of money on 
deposit is directed to be carried over to another credit, neither 
the part remaining nor that which is carried over will be taken 
off deposit, but will continue to bear interest. 





Rumovrs or an impending dissolution of Parliament being rife, 
it may be well to draw attention to the condition of pending 
legislation. More than 200 Bills have been introduced in 
the House of Commons in the session of 1886. Of these the 
only measures of any importance which have passed that House 
are the Copyhold Enfranchisement Bill, the Crofters Bill, and the 
Infants Bill. To all of these the House of Lonls may be 
reasonably expected to assent. Government measures in a fair 
state of p: are the International Copyright Bill, the Medical 
Acts Amen t Bill, and the Railway and Canal Traffic Bill. 
Some, but not very protracted, discussion will be necessary before 
they can into law. The BE peo of a general election, 
which would be more than ordinarily unquict, ought to give con- 
siderable impetus to Mr. Curmpexs’ Compensation for Losses by 
Riot Bill, but the amendments it proposes are too many for it to 
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have much chance of passing in the limited time that could be 
spared for it. The useful, but not much known, Public Health 
Acts Improvements Expenses Bill of Mr. Dopps, which has passed 
through committee, and now stands for consideration on recommit- 
ment, would, perhaps, be the only private member’s Bill which 
would be placed upon the statute book. Turning to the House of 
Lords, we find that that House has passed two Bills of great im- 
portance, the Lunacy Acts Amendment Bill of the Lord Chancellor, 
ard the Law of Evidence Amendment Bill of Lord Bramwext. 
Considering that the Lunacy Bill is not much more than an 
incorporation of the amendments of the law suggested by Mr. 
Driuwry’s committee to the House of Commons in 1878, this Bill 
might, perhaps, be accepted on trust by the Lower House with 
little amendment, but would, of course, have to be dropped in case 
of serious opposition. Lord Bramweri’s Evidence Bill should 
stand a still better chance, inasmuch as a Bill with the same 
object—that of allowing prisoners to give evidence—passed the 
House of Commons in the late Parliament, and the Criminal 
Law Amendment Act, 1885, has applied the principle to a large 
particular class of offences. 





We ree very doubtful how far the decision of the Queen’s 
Bench Division in Williams v. Wallasey Local Board (34 W. R. 
517, L. R. 16.Q. B. D. 718) can be considered satisfactory. The 
156th section of the Public Health Act, 1875, provides that it 
shall not be lawful in an urban district, without the written con- 
sent of the urban authority, to bring forward any house or building 
forming part of any street, or any part thereof, beyond the front 
wall of the house or building on either side thereof, nor to build 
any addition thereto beyond the front of the house or building on 
either side thereof. The court held that this provision did not 
apply to a house or building erected on a site fronting to a street 
previously unbuilt upon, but only to the case of bringing forward 
the front of an existing house or building. One argument that 
uppears to have weighed with the court was that the expression 
‘‘ bringing forward” implied the previous existence of the thing 
brought forward. We do not think this a very conclusive consid- 
eration. It is obvious that the term “ bring forward” is altogether 
metaphorical as applied to the front of a house. You do not, in 

ractice, bring forward the actual house: you build a new house 
further forward than the old one. It seems to us that it is no 
greater stretch of language to apply these words to the building 
of a house de novo, than to apply them to the erection of a fresh 
house further forward than the old one. Then, perhaps, it may 
be said that the words “‘ forming part of any street” imply a pre- 
viously existing house. We do not see that that is necessarily so. 
The English language is not so rich in participles of different 
tenses as the Greek, and, consequently, the present participle has 
a good deal of work thrown on it which it is not always fitted to 
perform, and ambiguity is the result. But it seems to us that the 
language of the section is satisfied if the house when brought for- 
ward forms part of the street. So that this argument stands or 
falls with the former one. Then it was argued that, if the section 
applied to sites unkuilt upon, the first person building in a new 
street could fix the frontage line for all the others. This argument 
is of a more substantial nature, but it does not seem to us, if care- 
fully examined, conclusive. In the case of a street to be con- 
structed de novo, the local authority have power, as it seems to us, 
by their bye-laws, to enforce a uniform line of frontage, and to say 
what it shall be, and so the case of one solitary individual pre- 
scribing a frontage line for all the other owners in the street by 
the capricious exercise of his right of ownership would not in 
practice arise. It must be remembered that, in any case to which 
the section applies, the rights of an owner are restricted by the 
action of his next door neighbour on either side. It is no question 
of a general line of frontage. It seems to us that the object of the 
section was to prevent the creation of fresh irregularities of frontage 
in me | existing etreet. This object applies to sites previously 
un upon as much as to cases of the alteration of existing 
houses, or the erection of houses on sites already built upon. Ac- 
cording to the decision, the case of sites not already built upon in 
existing streets was intended to be omitted. We can hardly 
suppose this. 





THE smenpuents to the Railway and Canal Traffic Bill to be 





proposed in committee are more important than numerous, and are 
not likely to occupy very much time in discussion. Mr. Grecory 
leads the way with the proposal to omit all the clauses whereby 
the Bill places a judge of the High Court at the head of the 
Railway Commission. This is an amendment which will meet 
with a great deal of support, inasmuch as the Railway Rates Com- 
mittee, upon whose report the whole Bill is professedly founded, 
pronounced in favour of keeping the existing Commission undis. 
turbed. The House of Commons has a considerable reverence for 
the reports of its committees, and, unless the Government can 
propose some compromise, it is by no means impossible that the 
amendment will be carried. Our own opinion is that a practised 
lawyer ought to be at the head of the commission, but, for reasons 
we have often expressed, we fail to see the advantage of entrusting 
the duties of Chief Commissioner to a judge of the High Court. 
If such judge is to do other work there will be no knowing at what 
times and places he is to sit, and if he is to do no other work he 
will not have enough to do. Mr. Grecory has another amendment 
giving solicitors audience before the commissioners (which they 
have already under the practice rules), and Mr. Sranworr proposes 
that the sittings of the commission should be, under proper circum. 
stances, held elsewhere than in London. The clause for revision of 
rates is, of course, vigorously attacked, Sir Rtcuarp WEssTER propos- 
ing to omit it altogether (with the view, we presume, of its being 
introduced in a separate measure) ; Sir Gzorcz CampneLt proposing 
that the clause should apply to passenger fares; Mr. Tomirnsoy 
attempting to protect traders from being charged for stations; and 
Mr. Kovser and Mr. Maentac assisting the companies by proposals 
that a certain rate of profit shall be secured, and that there shall 
be no further revisions for a period of five years. These amend- 
ments are mostly in the right direction, and if the Government will 
accept and strengthen them the clause so dreaded by the companies 
may, perhaps, become law. No less than three members assist the 
traders by proposing to omit sub-section 2 of clause 25, by which 
Mr. Munpetta would allow the commissioners, in hearing a case of 
undue preference, to “take into consideration” whether the lower 
charge alleged to be undue ‘‘is necessary for the purpose of securing 
the traffic in respect of which it is made.” ‘We cordially approve of 
this amendment, as we think Evershed’s case (L. R. 3 App. Cas. 
1029), at which Mr. Munpet1a’s clause is aimed, was right in law 
and fair in principle. We understand that the form of the traders’ 
amendments, which was at first rather rough, has been recently 
improved. 








APPEAL IN MAGISTRATES’ CASES. 


Tue question whether there should be any, and, if so, what, appeal 
in criminal cases generally is one on which much may be said 
both ways. There is, however, a class of criminal cases to which 
different considerations apply from those which apply to crimes in 
the more usual sense of the term, and we have no hesitation in 
saying that, with regard to this particular class of criminal cases, 
it is unfortunate that there is no possibility of appeal from the 
judgments of the Queen’s Bench Division to the Court of Appeal. 
The class of cases to which we allude is that of summary con- 
victions by magistrates which are brought before the Queen’s 
Bench Division by certiorari or special case. The truth is that, 
although these cases are in form criminal, they are hardly cases of 
crimes in the sense in which the word is used with regard to murders, 
thefts, or other such crimes. There is often very little criminality, in 
the usual sense of the term, involved, and, regarded as an offence, the 
act of the defendant complained of is generally a very trifling one, but 
important public and private rights are nevertheless frequently 
involved. The jurisdiction of the magistrate is for the purpose of 
enforcing purticular statutory rules and regulation concerning the 
interests and rights of the public, or large sections of the public. And 
so, technically, the form of procedure is a criminal one,in which the 
Queen is prosecutor, and the party whose action or omission is com- 
plained of is defendant ; but, in truth, the matters involved are of an 
ambiguous character lying mid-way between torts and crimes. One 
peculiarity of this class of case is that very frequently the case, though 
trifling guoad the interests involved as between the particular 
parties, is of very great importance to the general public, owing to 
the number of cases in of which it is a precedent. 

We do not consider that the manner in which these cases are dis- 
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posed of under the existing system is altogether satisfactory. Under 
the old state of things, as it existed before the Judicature Act, 
cases from magistrates might be stated for the opinion of any of 
the three common law courts, and there was no appeal. This 
sometimes led to conflicting decisions, and mischief occasionally 
resulted, but, in the majority of cases, we think the Queen’s 
Bench was the tribunal before which questions from magistrates 
and other Crown law came, and in this way a tribunal possessing 

jal familiarity with, and a due sense of the importance of, the 
subjects involved, was created. A sort of traditional continuity 
of existence characterized such a tribunal. If some judge 
unfamiliar with the particular branch is appointed to such a 
tribunal, he becomes, in a short time, imbued with the knowledge 
and spirit of his brethren. Now-a-days, any two judges who can 
be caught for the purpose are set to polish off the Crown paper. 
Consequently, two may happen to sit who have very little 
experience with regard to the special class of subject, but very 

t confidence as to their power of dealing with anything by 
the light of nature, without the possibility of error. Two emi- 
nent mercantile lawyers, whose professional career at the bar was 
wholly concerned with charter-parties and policies of marine 
insurance and such like, may find themselves suddenly involved in 
the intricacies of the Licensing Acts or the law of removal and 
settlement. Under the old system, a new judge dealing with such 
a subject would have probably found Blackburn, J., or Lush, J., 
or some such expert by his side, and, if he had produced his light 
of nature, would have found it very speedily extinguished by a 
violent gust or gentle but steady breeze of practical knowledge, as 
the case might be. When any two judges selected at random and 
constantly changing may sit, there is no continuity of tradition or 
experience about the tribunal. We know that the Crown paper 
now-a-days grows with alarming rapidity, and despatch of 


business is imperatively required with regard to it. But we 
seriously think that sometimes judges hardly sufficiently consider 
the importance and sweeping operation of their decisions in regard 
to cases of magistrates’ law. There is a perhaps not unnatural 
tendency, on the part of a lawyer who has generally had to deal 


with cases involving thousands, to forget that a case involving the 
question whether a man shall be fined five shillings may be of 
very great importance as a precedent. At any rate, admitting that 
the decisions of a tribunal which has to decide a number of small 
eases rapidly cannot always be unimpeachable, we think there 
should be a means of setting them right y appeal in case of a slip. 
At present it is very doubtful how far the decision of any judge 
in such cases is conclusive or binding as a precedent, there being 
no appeal. 

We may, perhaps, be allowed to illustrate the effect of there 
being no appeal in such cases by reference to a few examples that 
have occurred in practice. Some time ago there was a decision on 
certain sections of the Public Health Act, 1875, which enable a 


local authority to take proceedings to compel a person causing or | Pp: 


allowing a nuisance to abate the same. The question was whether 
the notice given by the local authority, and the order of justices 
made on non-compliance therewith, might specify particular works 
to be done for that purpose. Two judges decided that there was 
no power to specify particular works. That decision cannot now 
be considered law, but before it could be considered as decisively 
overruled it must have caused a great deal of uncertainty and in- 
convenience throughout the country. Questions of the sort 
constantly come before local authorities, and the suppression of 
nuisances may be of the utmost moment to health and even life. 
There were shortly afterwards two decisions which, more or less, 
professed to distinguish the original decision, though in reality 
there was very little ground for such a distinction, and it was very 
difficult for those advising in such cases to say how far the original 
decision could be considered as standing or not. What generally 
happens in such cases after a considerable interval followed; 
several judges having given the decision a good shake, at length 
others, seeing that it had been shaken once or twice, mustered up 
courage to knock it altogether off its perch. And now the court 
has gone so far as to say that the notice given by the authority not 
only may, but must, specify the works to be done in order to abate 
the nuisance. We doubt whether the court has not, in so deciding, 
plunged into the opposite extreme. 
To take another example, the court lately decided, in apparentl 

& somewhat offhand way, that the 156th section of the Public 





Health Act, which forbids the bringing forward of a house in a street 
beyond the front of the adjacent house, applies only to cases where 
a house already exists, and not to the building de novo of a house 


‘on a site previously unbuilt on in an old street. We give else- 


where reasons for doubting the correctness of that decision. Yet, 
there being no appeal, there is no power of getting it reviewed. 
We do not say that the result of an appeal might not be to shew 
that preponderating arguments in favour of the decision were 
forthcoming, but we do say that it is not satisfactory that a case 
which seriously affects every urban authority in the country should 
be decided on, perhaps, half-an-hour’s argument, without any 
means of setting the decision right if wrong. 

We might multiply such examples usque ad nauseam. Not long 
ago the Queen’s Bench Division decided that skim milk—.e., milk 
deprived of sixty per cent. of its butter fat—was “milk” within 
the meaning of the Sale of Food and Drugs Act. It may be that 
this decision was right or it may be that it was wrong. But we 
would call attention to the importance of it in respect of the 
number of cases it governs all over the country. In this ct 
it is typical ef the class. It is not too much to say that this 
of decisions affects the great mass of the people a great deal more 
than questions about marine insurance and charter-parties. 





—=— 


GIFTS BY WILL TO ILLEGITIMATE 
CHILDREN, 


Two cases recently decided by the Court of Appeal within a fort- 
night of each other, and reported in the same number of the 
Werxty Reporter, recall our attention to the highly unsatisfactory 
state of the law as to .gifts by will in favour of illegitimate 
children. In one of these cases the children succeeded in estab- 
lishing their claim by what we can scarcely regard as more than a 
fortunate arrangement of judicial opinion—Bowen and Fry, 
L.JJ. (dissentiente Cotton, L.J.) reversing the decision of Kay, J.; 
in the other, which was what we may be permitted to call a case 
of meritorious illegitimacy, the same four judges unanimously 
decided against the child, for one of those technical reasons so 
well calculated to mark in the minds of the public the painful 
antithesis between law and justice. 

We shall presently shew, with the assistance of the cases tu 
which we have referred, that a testator’s intention of providing 
for the illegitimate children of himself or another person may be 
disappointed (1) by a rule of law and (2) by a rule of construc- 
tion. How far these rules might conveniently be altered by 
legislation it is beyond the scope of the present article to inquire, 
but we may remind our readers that Lord Selborne, in the case of 
Dorin v. Dorin (23 W. R. 570, L. R. 7 H. L. 568), expressed his 
regret that the rule of construction had not been modified in 
articular circumstances, so as to place the ante nati on a footing 
of equality with their brothers and sisters born in wedlock. 

The rule of law which prohibits gifts to unborn illegitimate 
children of a man is illustrated by the case of Re Bolton, Brown 
v. Bolton (34 W. R. 325, L. R. 31 Ch. D. 542). In that case 
Jane Ann Cockayne, having been deserted by her husband in 
1850, and having heard a report of his death, went through the 
ceremony of marriage in 1865 with George Bolton, who was 
cognizant of all the circumstances, and he and Mrs. Cockayne 
lived together as husband and wife until his death in February, 
1867. By his will, dated the 19th of July, 1865, he bequeathed 
certain chattels to a trustee ‘upon trust to permit my dear wife 
Jane Ann Bolton, formerly Jane Aun Cockayne, to have the use 
and enjoyment thereof during her life, so long as she continues 
my widow” ; and he also gave to his “said wife” the income of 
his residuary real and personal estate during her life, or so long as 
she should continue his widow. After her decease or re-marriage 
he directed his estate to be converted, and the proceeds to be paid 
and divided “unto and equally between all and every my child or 
children when and as they shall severally attain the age of 
twenty-one years, and the lawful issue of such of them as shall 
die before attaining that age,” with a gift over, in default of such 
children or issue, in favour of the la children of the testator’s 
brothers and sisters. Shortly after the death of the testator Jane 
Ann Cockayne gave birth to a daughter; and it was in evidence 
that the testator was aware of her pregnancy. This daughter 
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was the only issue of the connection between the testator and 
Jane Ann Cockayne, and after the death of her parents the 
question arose whether she was entitled to the testator’s residuary 
estate. It was abundantly proved that Mrs. Cockayne’s husband 
was alive when she went through the ceremony of marriage with 
Bolton, and the posthumous daughter was accordingly illegitimate. 
Not having been born or begotten at the date of the will, her 
claim was disallowed by Mr. Justice Kay, and afterwards, on 
appeal, by the lords justices, on the ground that there cannot be 
a valid gift to a future illegitimate child described only by refer- 
ence to paternity. 

The words which we have italicized have been rendered neces- 
sary by the case of Occleston v. Fullalove (22 W. R. 305, L. R. 9 
Ch. 147). Previously to the decision of that case it was considered 
to be the law that no gift was valid in favour of a future illegiti- 
mate child. Thus Lord Chelmsford stated in the case of Hill v. 
Crook (22 W. R. 137, L. R. 6 H. L. 265), that, “No gift, 
however express, to unborn illegitimate children is allowed by 
law, nor under a gift, good as to illegitimate children as a class, 
will after-born illegitimate children be permitted to take,”’ a state- 
ment of the law to which Lord Cairns, in the same case, impliedly 
assents. But in Occleston v. Fullalove (the authority of which is 
considerably weakened by the dissent of Lord Selborne from the 
judgments of James and Mellish, L.JJ.) it was decided that, if the 
illegitimate children were sufficiently described either as the 
children of a particular woman, or the reputed children of a 
particular man, there was no rule of public policy which avoided 
a gift in favour of such as might be born between the date of the 
will and the death of the testator. Children born after the death 
of the testator cannot, of course, be included in a class of legatees, 
inasmuch as this would be a direct encouragement to the continu- 
ance of the illicit connection; but as to children born while the 
instrument is ambulatory, uncertainty rather than immorality 
seems to be the ground on which these gifts must be held invalid. 
“‘The law,” says Lord Justice Bowen, ‘allows no criterion of 
paternity but marriage. It is true that although the fact of 
paternity cannot be inquired into, the reputation of paternity may. 
The law does not forbid that, and if we could make out from this 
will that the testator meant that all children of the woman, born 
during his cohabitation with her, should be considered or reputed 
to be his, they might take.” But is it true that the fact of 
paternity cannot be inquired into? The law knows well enough 
how to conduct that inquiry for the purpose of ascertaining the 
legitimacy of a claimant, or exonerating the rates of a parish ; why, 
then, should not a judge, sitting as a jury, decide on the question 
of paternity as a matter of fact in the particular cases which come 
before him. Without, however, inquiring into the fact of paternity, 
it seems that a gift in favour of the future illegitimate children of 
the testator might be supported if the court held, as a matter of 
construction, that the testator intended to refer to his ‘reputed ” 
children. The distinction is ridiculed by Lord Selborne in the 
case of Occleston v. Fullalove, where he points out how easily the 
rule against gifts to future illegitimate children might be evaded 
by the simple process of employing a form of words descriptive of 
the reputation and not the fact of paternity. ‘‘If,” he says, “a 
gift may be made to future reputed children, I am unable to 
understand why, on any sound principle of construction, the 
reputation which is the necessary medium of proof that an illegiti- 
mate child stands in that relation to its supposed father must be 
expressly referred to in a gift to after-born, more than in one to 
existing children.”” The court, however, in Re Bolton declined 
to take what Lord Justice Fry called “the first step” [towards 
deciding in the claimants’ favour] ‘by holding that the will 
intended to provide for the testator’s reputed children.” 

The second case to which we referred above—Re Haseldine, 
Grange v. Sturdy (34 W. R. 327, L. R. $1 Ch. D. 511), furnishes 
an example of benevolent interpretation, and probably marks the 
extreme limit of the court’s indulgence to illegitimate children. 
The facts of the case were as follows. The testator was a 
brother-in-law of a Mrs. Lord, who had three children born before 
her marriage, and no legitimate children; he was a childless 
widower; knew the circumstances of Mrs. Lord’s ante-nuptial 
indiscretion ; was on terms of affectionate intimacy with the Lords, 
and while on a visit to them was struck down by paralysis. Under 
these circumstances he made a will by which he gave a sum of £5 
to each of the children of Mrs. Lord for mourning; and, after a 





number of other bequests, gave £400, after the decease of H. Q, 
Slegg, ‘‘ unto and equally between and amongst all the children 
who shall be then living of the said M. A. Lord, share and share 
alike, absolutely.” The Court of Appeal (Bowen and Fry, L.JJ., 
dissentiente Cotton, L.J.) held that the children were entitled to 
the £400. . 

There was nothing, it will be observed, on the face of the will 
which pointed to illegitimate children being the objects of the 
testator’s bounty; and it might have been supposed, as the words 
of the will and the external circumstances were consistent with an 
intention to benefit future legitimate children of Mrs. Lord, that 
the rule of construction emphatically laid down in Dorin v. Dorin 
(23 W. R. 570, L. R. 7 H. L. 568), would have been too strong 
for the court to escape from. That rule is enunciated by Lord 
Hatherley in these terms:—‘ Prima facie the word ‘ children’ 
means legitimate children, and, as has been stated in several cases, 
as much so as if the very word legitimate had been introduced 
before it,” and the conditions on which illegitimate children may 
be included are thus described in Hill vy. Crook (22 W. R. 137, 
L. R. 6 H. L. 265) :—“ Where there is upon the face of the will 
itself, and upon a just and proper construction and interpretation 
of the words used in it, an expression of the intention of the testator 
to use the term ‘ children’ not merely according to its primd facie 
meaning of legitimate children, but according to a meaning which 
will apply to, and which will include illegitimate children, the 
court will hold them to be included.” 

It had, we think, previously to the case of Re Haseldine, been 
supposed that it was necessary, on becoming acquainted with the 
surrounding circumstances, to find some repugnancy introduced 
by them into the terms of the gift as applied to legitimate children, 
before the illegitimate children could be admitted ; but in that case 
the majority of the court held that an extreme improbability of 
intention was sufficient to justify this laxity of construction. 
The grounds on which they escaped from the fetters of the rule 
were ingenious; and, as our sympathies go with the decision, are 
readily accepted as valid in law. They were shortly as follows: 
the gift of £5 to each of the children for mourning was construed 
as pointing to existing individuals; for it was extremely improb- 
able that a moribund testator could live until other children were 
born (an event unlikely to occur from the advanced age of the 
lady), and were old enough to wear mourning. The illegitimate 
children must, therefore, in that gift have been the persons referred 
to by the testator. By a process of inference, the children men- 
tioned in the subsequent gift were identified with the class to 
whom the mourning was given, that is to say, with the existing 
illegitimate children. It may, indeed, be doubted whether the 
variation in the form of the later gift was not sufficient to exclude 
this argument; and, also, whether, if events had turned out 
differently, and a legitimate child had been subsequently born, the 
same conclusion would have been reached on the construction of the 
will. 








In charging the grand jury atthe Leeds Assizes, Mr. Justice Wills 
remarked that the calendar would be a memorable one in his experience, 
from the extraordinary number of cases of abominable and indecent 
assaults upon women and children. He was sorry to say that in the 
calendar there was no less than thirty-two cases of the kind referred to, 
and for at least one week the ears of the crowd of people in that court, 
—because, he was sorry to say, there were people who were willing and 
attentive listeners—would be defiled by the most filthy and disgusting 
details. His own impression was that the Oriminal Law Amendment Act 
had not been long eno.igh in operation to ¢ of any sound conclusion 
as to its effect being arrived at. He should therefore suspend his judg- 
ment upon that matter, and should not further refer to the subject except 
to say that a large number of the prosecutions were undoubtedly due to 
the recent Act. 

At the Swansea Assizes, on the 17th inst., in the course of the trial of a 
charge under the Criminal Law Amendment Act, 1885, says the Times re- 
porter, an interesting question of evidence was discussed. It appeared that, 
during a conversation between the prisoner and the mother of the girl 
alleged to have been assaulted, the — was accused of having 
assaulted another girl, and the prisoner’s counsel, having called him as a 
wituess, pro to ask him whether there was any truth in the allega- 
tion, when the learned judge intimated that, in his view, the matter had 


better be inquired into, at the same time expressing a very decided opinion 
that it was open to counsel for the Crown to cross-examine tlre prisoner 
as to the truth of the accusation, inasmuch as it was not open to him if 
he tendered himself as a witness to claim any greater immunity from 
cross-examination than would be allowed to a witness under ordinary 
\ circumstances. 
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REVIEWS. 


THE PUBLIC HEALTH ACT. 


THE PuBLic HEALTH AND LocaL GOVERNMENT AcT, 1875, AND THE 
STATUTES INCORPORATED THEREWITH. By J. V. VESEY Fi1z- 
GERALD, Barrister-at-Law. FirrH EpITIon. Waterlow Bros. & 
Layton. 


This book was first published very shortly after the passing of 
the consolidating Act of 1875, and has since been four times 
revised. The plan is to print the principal Act, with intersectional 
notes and verbatim interpolations of such incorporated Acts as the 
Towns Police Clauses Act and Markets and Fairs Clauses Act, which 
are also Saeaves, Reyer ond a a rp the 

inci ct being fully kept up by sidenotes, the principal objection 
—. plan (which has pte es A very much to wombs it)— 
that of the difficulty of finding at once any icular section of the 
principal Act—is very much diminished. The notes are generally 
clear and practical; the table of cases affords references to all the 
current reports, and the index is all that can be desired. The Support 
of Sewers Act, 1883, the Confirmation of Bye-laws Act, 1884, and 
the Housing of the Working Classes Act, 1885—all of which have 
been passed since the appearance of the fourth edition—are duly 
printed in their proper places, and Mr. Fitzgerald also—with, 
we think, doubtful wisdom — has given very copious extracts 
from the Municipal Elections Corrupt Practices Act, 1884. There 
is little independent comment, but every effort has evidently 
been made to bring the decisions up to the latest date. In dealing 
with the difficult case of Bishop Auckland Board v. Bishop Auckland 
Coal Co. (L. R. 10 Q. B. D. 138), sufficient care has not been taken to 
distinguish Great Western Railway Co. v. Bishop (L. R. 7 Q. B. 
550), and we think that, in a fifth edition of a work of this kind, the 
editor’s own opinion upon the question raised in the conflicting cases 
of Wakefield v. Mander (L. R. 5 C. P. D. 248) and Whitchurch v. 
Fulham Board (L. R. 1 Q. B. 233), see p. 180, should have been 
given. It would have been well, too, if the general effects of the 
complex body of legislation annotated had been described in some 
kind of introduction. On the whole, however, we have no hesitation 
in saying that we have here a good book well edited. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
REG. ». SCHOOL BOARD FOR LONDON—C. A. No. 1, 14th and 
17th May. 
Poor RatE—Boarp Scnoor—AssEssMENT—HYPoTHETICAL TENANT. 


The School Board for London were the owners of a Board school and 
land attached in the parish of St. Leonard, Shoreditch, and were assessed 
by the —_ in respect of this school at £1,150 rateable value. The 
School Board appealed against this assessment, and the question in dis- 

ute was as to the principle upon which the assessment ought to be made. 

e land cost £6,700, and the building £15,043, the price paid teing fair 
and reasonable. The assessment committee of the parish contended, 
—— other contentions upon which the court expressed no opinion, 
that the rent which the School Board might be supposed willing to give 
for the premises ifthe Board were in the market desirous to rent 
suitable for use as schools was a true test of the gross and rateable value. 
The School Board, on the other hand, contended that the School Board 
should not be supposed to be in the market desirous to rent premises 
suitable for the required purposes, but should be excluded from the 
number of hypothetical tenants who might be supposed willing to rent the 
said premises, and supported this contention on the ground that the School 
Board could not make a profit out of their occupation of the premises, 
and in their hands the premises had no eficial value. The 
quarter sessions upheld the contention of the parish and affirmed the 
assessment. The Queen’s Bench Division, on a case stated, affirmed the 
decision of quarter sessions. The School Board appealed to the Court of 
cred. e Court (Lord Esuzr, M.R., Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.), in dis- 

the eppeal, said that the statute provided that the rating authority 

the rateable value on what a tenant from year to year might 
reasonably be expected to pay for the premises. That was equivalent to 
a foes that the rating authority were to look at all ble tenants. The 
ool Board was a possible tenant, and could not be excluded, even 
though they derived no benefit from their occupation. The question was 
not whether the present tenants could make any profit out of their occu- 
ion, but whether a tenant would be willing to give any and what rent 

r the premises, and it would be absurd to exclude from the number of 
hypothetical tenants the only one likely to require the premises, and for 
whom alone the premises would be suitable. The assessment was ac- 
ey, affirmed.—CounseL, Charles, Q.C., Marriott, Q.0., and Ram; 
ry hg -, and Castle. Soxicrrons, Gedge, Kirby, § Millett ; Mills, Locker, 
ills. 


was to 











DEWSBURY AND HECKMONDWIKE WATERWORKS BOARD 
v. PENISTONE UNION, C. A. No. 1, 14th May. 


Poor RatreE—WATERWORKS—RATE IN AID OF WATER-RENTS. 


In this case the appellants had obtained power, under a private Act, to 
make a public water-rate, provided that they did not levy i higher public 
water-rate than might be necessary to defray so much of the expenses 
of maintaining the waterworks as the amount of certain water-rents and 
other payments for a supply of water should be insufficient to meet. It 
was contended on the part of the appellants that, in estimating the 
rateable value, the public water-rate, being only a rate in aid, ought not 
to be taken into account. The public rate would not be considered 
by the hypothetical tenant in estimating the value of the works. Lord 
Esuer, M.R., said that, though this rate might be, as was said, only a 
rate in aid, it did not ap that the other resources of the Board would 
never return a profit to them. The headnote in the case of Peterborough 
Corporation v. Stamford Union (31 W. R. 949), would accurately descri 
the method of finding out what the hypothetical tenant would give in such 
a case if the addition was made of the words, “‘ when subject to the same 
restrictions and entitled to the samé ns ee gg It was clearly an 
advantage to be able to rely w a fund which would supplement the 
loss caused by a deficiency of the water-rents in any year.—CovunszL, 
A. Charles, Q.C., and West ; Jelf, Q.C., and Castle. Soxicrrors, Ridsdale § 
Son ; Torr, Janeways, Gribble, § Oddie. 





DAVIES »v. REES.—C. A. No. 1, 14th May. 
Brit or Sare—-AvorpaANcE or —CovENANT roR PavMent—ErreEct oF. 


Tn this case a bill of sale, which was neenane A void, had been given to 
secure the principal of the loan and interest at tifty-eight per cent. The 
grantee assigned his interest in the bill of sale, and the debt, and due 
notice of the assignment was given tothe grantor. The bill of sale con- 
tained the usual covenants for payment of the loan and interest thereon. 
The grantor fell into arrear in his payments, and eventually the assignee 
entered and sold the chattels comprised in the billof sale foran amount insuf- 
ficient to satisfy the amountofthe principal of the loan. The grantorbrought 
an action for damages and an injunction against the bill of sale holder for 
the entry and seizure, and a counter-claim was filed by the latter on the 
covenant contained in the bill of sale and for money lent. Srzruen, 
J., before whom the action was tried, gave judgment for the plaintiff on 
his claim, and for the defendant for the unsatisfied balance of the money 
lent and interest at five per cent.; but treated the covenant in the 
void bill of sale as void also. The defendant appealed, and it was urged 
on his behalf that the covenant in the bill of sale was independent of the 
bill of sale which was = an assurance of chattels, and did not stand or 
fall with it. The court held that this was not so, but that the learned judge 
was right in treating the covenant as void also. Lord Esnzr, M.R., said 
that a bill of sale which was not in the form given in the schedule was bad 
and that the whole of it was void. That form contained a covenant for 
payment of the money and that covenant could only be regarded as 

of the bill of sale. Where the Legislature had desired to limit the effect 
of the provisions of the Act to bills of sale in so far as they were as- 
surances of chattels only it had done so; but in the sections which enact 
that all bills of sale shall be in the form given in the schedule or be void, 
there was no such limitation. Therefore, the whole of this bill of sale must 
be held void. Bowen, L.J., said that, no doub‘, the mere fact that a void 
bill of sale was written on the same piece of paper with other matters or 
contracts did not avoid everything else that had been written thereon. The 
argument that the covenant in this case was independent of the assignment 
of chattels, and that the latter only was to be considered as void, was nega- 
tived by the different expressions used in the Act which the Master of the 
Rolls had referred to, though he had some doubt at first whether, in so 
loosely drawn an Act, that conclusion was unavoidable. Fry, L.J., was of 
the same opinion.—CounsgL, Glascodine ; W.D. Benson. Soxicrrors, White, 
for G. L. Morgan, Swansea; Smith § Laurence, 


JONES v, SLEE—C. A. No, 2, 15th May. 


Frrenpty Socrery—Disrurs BETWEEN Mempers AND Sociery—Proposep 
AMALGAMATION—CountTy CourT—JURISDICTIUN—FRIENDLY Societies Act, 
1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 60), ss. 22, 24. 


The question in this case was as to the application of section 22 of the 
Friend!y Societies Act, 1875, which provides that ‘“‘ Every dispute between 
a member, or person claiming through a member, or under the rules of a 
registered society, and the society, or an officer thereof, shall be decided 
in manner directed by the rules of the society, and the decision so made 
shall be — and conclusive on all parties without appeal, and shall 
not be removable into any court of law or restrainable by injunction.” 
Section 24 provides (4) that a society may, a resolution, determine 
to amalgamate with a company under the Companies Acts, and (84.) that 
the provisions thereinafter contained in case of dissolution as to the 
remedy of members or persons dissatisfied with the provision made for 
satisfying their claims, shall apply in the case of amalgamation. And 
section 25 provides (sub-section 7 (d.)), that ‘if any member of a-dis- 
solved society, or person claiming any relief, annuity, or other benefit 
from the funds thereof, be dissatisfied with the provision made for satisfying 
his claim, such member or other person may apply to the county court of 
the district within which the chiefor any other place ot businessof thesociety 
is situated, for relief or other order, and such court shall have the same 
powers in the matter as in regard to the settlement of disputes under 
this Act.’’ The appeal was from an order of Bacon, V.C., mes 
e county 


prohibition against certain proceedings by the ‘plaintiffs in 
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court at Swansea. The proceedings were commenced by fifteen members 
of the Swansea Royal and South Wales Union Friendly Society against 
the secretary of the society, claiming relief on the ground that the plain- 
tiffs were members of, or persons having claims against the funds of, the 
society, the committee of which were taking steps for an amalgamation of 
the society with the London, Edinburgh, and Glasgow Assurance Society, 
and that the plaintiffs were dissatisfied with the provision proposed to be 
made for satisfying their claims. The county court judge, on an ex parte 
application by the plaintiffs, appointed a receiver to get in the assets of 
the society until the hearing of the action or further order. An 
application was afterwards made to the judge by the defendant to 
rescind the order, but he refused to do so. The defendant then applied 
to Bacon, V.C., for a writ of prohibition against the county court judge and 
the receiver, to prohibit further proceedings under the order or in the plaint. 
It was contended that, under the Friendly Societies Act, 1875, the county 
court had no jurisdiction to act until after the proposed amalgamation 
had been actually effected; and that the real object of the action was to 
wreck the society. It was alleged that a very large majority of the mem- 
bers were in favour of the proposed amalgamation. The rules of the 
society provided that in all Ripaige between the society and any mem- 
ber or person insured, such member or person might apply to the county 
court, and such court might settle the Sispute in manner provided by the 
Friendly Societies Act, 1875. Bacon, V.C., granted the prohibition, and 
the Court of Appeal (Lixpiey, Fry, and Lorzs, L.JJ.) affirmed his 
decision. Lixpiey, L.J., said that the county court proceedings were 
entirely misconceived. It was proposed to amalgamate the two societies, 
and the amalgamation was proposed to be carried out under the pro- 
visions of the Act of 1875—that is to say, a proper special resolution 
was to be passed, and the other conditions imposed by the Act were to 
be complied with. Sections 24 and 25 of the Act pointed out what was 
to be done if the parties were dissatisfied with the provisions for their 
claims contained in the special resolution. The jurisdiction of the 
county court was only under section 24, and the passing of a special 
resolution was a condition precedent to the right to take proceedings. 
When the plaint was issued it was uncertain whether the resolution 
would be passed or confirmed. The Act only enabled the plaintiffs to 
proceed if they were dissatisfied with the provisions of the special resolu- 
tion when passed, not with the agreement which had been entered into. 
The plaintiffs had begun their litigation too soon. Fry and Lorzs, L.JJ., 
concurred.—CounseL, Cooksen, Q.C., and Seward Brice; Marten, Q.C., 
Rigby, Q.C., and Ashton Cross. Soxicrrons, R. White; Wynne-Bazter, 
Rance, § Meade. 


ie 


Re PARROTT, WALTER v. PARROTI—C. A. No. 2, 18th May. 


Wu — Constavcrion — Lzcacy to Marrrep Woman — Direction ror 
SerrLEMENT—EXECUTION oF SETTLEMENT. 


The question in this case was whether a settlement ought to be executed 
of a legacy which a testator had given to a married daughter, with a direc- 
tion that it should be settled on her, or whether the fund should be paid 
into court. The testator bequeathed £10,000 to his daughter A., wife of 
W., “‘ This amount to be settled upon her for her life, and to be invested 
for her in good securities. At her death, £8,000 to be divided equally 
amongst her children, and the remaining £2,000 to be given to her hus- 
band, if living ; if deceased, then the whole amount is to be divided 
ge | amongst her children.’’ An application was made to Bacon, 

-C., to approve of the draft of a settlement which had been prepared, but 
he held that no settlement need be executed, and ordered the £10,000 to 
be paid into court, to the account of A. and her children and husband, 
and that the dividends should be paid to A. during her life, for her sepa- 
rate use, with liberty to any of the parties to apply in chambers on her 
death. The Court of Appeal (Corron, Linpiey, and Lorgs, L.JJ.) held 
that a settlement ought to be executed, and that the fund should be 
invested in the names of the trustees. The trusts were to be, to pay the 
ineome to A. for herlife, for her separate use, without power of anticipa- 
tion. After her death, in case W. should survive, as to one-fifth of the 
fund, in trust for him absolutely, and as to the remaining four-fifths, or 
es to the whole if W. should die before A., in trust for all her children 
by W. who should attain twenty-one, or, if daughters, marry under that 
age, in equal shares, with the usual powers of maintenance and advance- 
ment. If no child should attain a vested interest therein, at the request 
of A., the whole fund, or, if she should die before W., four-fifths of it, 
to be held on such trusts as she should by will appoint; and, subject 
thereto, if she should survive W., as to the whole fund, on trust for her 
absolutely ; but, if she should die before W., as to four-fifths of the fund, 
in trust for her next of kin according to the statute, as if she had died 
intestate without having been married. The court held that a power of 

tment among the children ought not to be inserted.—Covnsz1, 
arten, Q.C., and H. B. Howard; Leeke. Soxicrrons, Winter § Co. 


THE WIMBLEDON LOCAL BOARD ». THE CROYDON RURAL 
SANITARY AUTHORITY—C. A. No, 2, 17th May. 


Powtic Hearn Act, 1875, s. 32—‘' Sewers on ornen Works vor Sewace 
Purposes.”’ 


This was an appeal from the decision of North, J. (ante, p. 469). The 
question related to certain works, outside the district of the defendants, 
which they were about to execute in pursuance of an eement for the 
oe ti then nye ney em pho sly ag nst them by a 

to restrain them from permitting the effluent water from their 
sewage works to pass into a l of water called Western Pool. The 
effluent water from the p sewage works was also discharged into 





the same pool. By the compromise the defendants had agreed to cleanse, 
level, and cement the bottom of Western Pool, and to flush the pool for 
half an hour daily by opening a sluice which communicated with a river 
adjoining. They had commenced to carry out this agreement by damming 
up the pool at both ends and pumping the water out of it. The pool was 
entirely outside the defendants’ district, and was partly within that of the 
laintiffs. By this action the plaintiffs alleged that the works which the 
efendants were about to execute at Western Pool were works for ‘‘ sew: 
urposes”’ within the meaning of section 32 of the Public Health Act, 
875, and that, as they were outside the defendants’ district, the defend. 
ants ought, before commencing them, to have given the notices required 
by section 32, so as to give the plaintiffs an ys Aap eae A of applying to 
the Local Government Board for a direction that the execution of the 
works should not be permitted. The plaintiffs claimed an injuaction to 
restrain the defendants from carrying out theworks. North, J., held thatthe 
proposed works of the defendants were not ‘‘ works for sewage purposes ” 
within the meaning of section 32, and refused to grant an injunction. At 
the conclusion of the arguments on the appeal, the case was, by consent, 
referred to the Local Government Board, the parties agreeing to submit 
to the jurisdiction of the board, the matter being considered in the same 
ition as if notice of the intended works had been given by the 
efendants under section 32, and objection thereto had been duly made 
by the plaintiffs. Corron, L.J., said that the court ought, as the case 
had been fully argued, to express its opinion with reference to section 32. 
His lordship thought that North, J., was wrong in holding that the 
defcndants’ proposed works were not ‘‘ works for sewage purposes” 


with section 32. It was true that the works were not a new system of 


drainage or the commencement of a new work, but they were an exten- 
sion of the sewage works which the defendants had already constructed. 
They were clearly not contemplated when the original works were begun, 
and the defendants were, therefore, commencing to construct a sewage 
work, of which notice should have been given according to section 32, 
Liypizy and Lorzs, L.JJ., concurred.—CounseLt, Moulton, Q.C., and 
Bazalgette; Napier Higgins, Q.C., and J. Henderson. Souscrtors, VW. W. 
Whitfield; West, King, Adams, § Co. 


HALL v. HEWARD—C. A. No. 2, 18th May. 


Morreace—Ricut To RepeeEMm—Mor Gace or REAL AND Personat Estars 
— Deatu or Morreacor Intestate as To Reat Estate — Ricur or 
Executor To RepgEM MortGaGes in Possession. 

The question in this case was as to the right of the executrix of a mort- 
gage to redeem a mortgage of real and personal estate. The mortgagor 
had, by her will, bequeathed the residue of her personal estate to the 
plaintiff, and had appointed her her executrix, but she had died intestate 


as to her real estate. Her heir-at-law was not known. The plaintiff © 


desired to redeem a mortgage of the testatrix which included real and 
personal estate. The mortgagee, who had, after the death of the testa- 
trix, entered into possession, insisted that the plaintiff was only entitled 
to redeem the personalty, and that he was enti to retain the real estate 
until the heir-at-law should claim to redeem it. Bacon, V.C., held that 
the plaintiff was entitled tu redeem the whole of the ee gr property, 
subject to the equity of the heir-at-law to redeem the real estate, follow- 
ing Pearce v. Morris (18 W. R. 196, L. R. 5 Ch. 227). The Court of Ap 
(Corron, Linpiey, and Lorgs, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. They held 
that, where a mortgage includes two properties, the owner of the equity 
of redemption of one of them is not entitled to redeem that one alone, nor 
can he be compelled to redeem the one alone. Their lordships were also 
of opinion that the rule that am ee in on remains liable, 
after he has transferred his security, for rents afterwards received by his 
transferee, would be excluded by a reconveyance by the direction of the 
court.—CovunseL, Marten, Q.C., and Sayles; Millar, Q.C., and FZ. Ford. 
Soxrtcrrors, J. Mote ¢ Son ; Cooper § Bake. 


Re NORTHUMBERLAND es HOTEL CO.—C. A. No. 2, 17th 
ay. 
Company—ConTRACT BEFORE INCORPORATION WITH TRUSTEE FOR ComPpANY— 
Avortion or Contract By ARTICLES oF ASssocIATION. 


This was an appeal from the decision of Chitty, J. (ante, p. 156). ‘The 
question was whether, in the absence of a new contract made by a com- 
pany after its incorporation, a contract made before its incorporation by 
@ person purporting to contract as trustee for the company is binding on 
the . 5 Ses Serre ae es ae 
of C. W. Wallis for an order that the liquidators of the company should 
admit him as a creditor for £20,000 damages for breach of an 
dated the 24th of July, 1882. Wallis, having with the Metro- 

litan Board of Works for the grant of a building lease of certain land 

Northumberland-avenue at a rent of £5,600 per annum, entered into 
the agreement of the 24th of July, 1882, with one Doyle, who p 
to contract as trustee for the company, then abgut to be formed, whereby 
it was that Wallis should grant an under-lease to the company of 
the land at a rent of £7,000 per annum, and that the company should 


| erect thereon an hotel and other buildings, which were to be carcassed by 


the 24th of January, 1884, with power to’ Wallis to re-enter on default. 
The company was incorporated by on the 28th of July, 1882, 
and the articles of ion that ‘‘the company hereby adore 

the agreement of the 24th of July, 1882. In October, 1882, Wallis 
obtained a — t from the Metropolitan Board, under 
the terms of which he would have been entitled, on the erection of the 


stipulated for, to obtain a lease of sub-let, Sub- 
cegdallp ee coaiany ahead eeiteomntn et te , aud expended 
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about £40,000 towards the erection of the buildings, but they were not 
carcassed by the 24th of January, 1884, whereupon Wallis served notice 
of his intention to re-enter, and shortly afterwards the Metropolitan 
Board gave notice of cancellation of the agreement for forfeiture under 
the terms of the agreement, and took possession of the premises. Wallis 
became a bankrupt, and the company went into liquidation. In various 
communications which passed between the on 4 and Wallis, it was 
assumed by agg that the company was bound by the agreement of 
the 24th of July, 1882, but the board of directors had not passed any 
resolution to adopt the agreement, nor had any new agreement been 
entered into between the company and Wallis. Chitty, J., held that the 
agreement did not bind the company, and the Court of Appeal (Corron, 
Lryptzy, and Lops, L.JJ.) a ed the decision. Corron, L.J., said 
that the agreement of the 24th of July was in no way an a 
the company, because the company was not then formed. It could not 
be afterwards ratified by the company, because there was nothing to 
ratify. No doubt in many cases the agreement had been acted on, because 
it was supposed that the company was bound by it, but that did not 
make a new contract with the company. Without a new contract the 
company could not be bound. Liypizy and Lorsgs, L.JJ., concurred. 
e other point which was raised before Chitty, J.—viz., as to the 
effect of the Judicature Act (assuming the company to be bound by the 
ement) upon the right to recover damages—was not decided by the 
urt of Ne ae Hadley ; Romer, Q.C., and F. B. Palmer. 
Soxrcrrors, Randall ¢ Buckniil ; Stretton § Hilliard. 


ent by 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
DUKE OF MARLBOROUGH ». SARTORIS—Chitty, J., 19th May. 


Srecrric Pgrrormance—COonrract sy Tenant ror Lire—Norice To 
Trustezs—Setriep Lanp Act, 1882, ss. 17, 20, 31, 45. 


In this case the plaintiff claimed specific performance of a contract 
between himself and a deceased testator represented by the defendants. 
‘It appeared that os Pears being tenant for life under a settlement of 
certain lands, ente: into negotiations to sell the same to the testator. 
The negotiations disclosed all the essentials of a valid contract, and the 
completion of the purchase was fixed for the 25th of December, 1884. On 
the 24th of September of that year the testator died, and, it appearing 
that the plaintiff had not until the preceding 25th of August sent to the 
trustees of the settlement notices of his intention to sell, it was contended 
by the defendants that no valid contract subsisted, inasmuch as the 45th 
section of the Settled Land Act, 1882, requiring such notices to be posted 
“not less than one month before the making of the sale or of the contract 
for the same,’’ had not been complied with. Currry, J., said that the 
provisions of the Settled Land Act, 1882, conferring enabling powers on 
the tenant for life, made a general distinction between the of a sale 
and the making of a contract to sell. It was not, therefore, necessary, in 
order to make a valid contract, that a tenant for life con to sell 
should first give notice, under section 45, to the trustees of the settlement, 
and, moreover, a purchaser age J in good faith was exprevsly relieved by 
section 45 (sub-section 3) from H concerned to inquire as to the notice. 
Even if the purchaser was aware of no notice having been R ters all that 
he could require would be that it should be given one mon 
pletion of the sale. Both when ooking at the wording of the Act and 
also when having re generally to its substance—which was, that the 
power of the tenant for life to contract given by section 31 should be in 
every way unfettered—he was of opinion that the contract was one 
which was enforceable by the tenant for life, and, therefore, he gave 
judgment for s c performance.—CounssL, Macnaghten, Q.C., F. A. 
Lewin, and Alfred Lyttelton; Rigby, Q.C., Romer, Q.C., and Kaye. 
Soxicrrors, Spencer, Whitehead, § Co., for Milward § Co., Birmingham ; 
Markby, Stewart § Co. 


before com- 


MARTIN ov. SPICER—Bacon, V.C., 15th and 17th May. 


InTERROGATORIES~LEAVE TO DELIVER—STATEMENT TO BE FUuRNIgHED— 
Dury or Juper—R. 8. C., 1883, XXXI., 1, 6, 7. 


In this case an important t of practice arose as to what is required 
to be shewn on a summons for leave to deliver interrogatories by ree | 
seeking to interrogate and as to the re of the judge or chief cl 
on the hearing of such bs pn e plaintiff in case was lessee of 
the house No. 2, Oromwell-gardens, and the action was for an injunction 
to restrain the defendants from converting the houses into an 
hotel con’ to a covenant contained, as the tiff in certain 
conveyances the Exhibition Commissioners to the 
of plaintiff and defendants. The defendants 
veyances, and had made an affidavit of documents. The tiff sought 
to interrogate the defendants as to the nature of the ctive covenants 
contained in the conveyances, aud the circumstances and object of a 
sale made by some of the defendants to others. The chief clerk required 
& copy of the proposed interrogatories, and went into them cally, 
striking out some, and amending and altering others, and e an order 
to allow the interrogatories as amended to be delivered. On the applica- 
tion of plaintiff the summons was adjourned into court. Bacon, V.C., 
said the question raised as to the p ure on an application for leave to 
deliver in tories was of considerable importance. ord, 31, r. 1, 
the right to deliver interrogatories was circumscribed, and the leave of the 
court or judge should be first obtained, and there was a provision 
int tories not — to matters in question in the cause should be 


deemed irrelevant, notwi ding that they might be admissible on 


lecessor in title 
itted these con- 


that | to the rule of German law, which 





cross-examination with the view of Field, J., in Hail v. 


- . He agreed 
Liardet (W. N., 1883, pp. 165, 175, and 194), that, in order to discharge 
his duty, the judge should be furnished with some statement—not 


n y a statement in writin the object of the — 
and their general scope. He did not withdraw from what he had 
himself stated in Swabey v. Dovey (ante, p. 402, 34 W. R. 510), 
that it was not the duty of the judge or clerk in dealing with 
such application to 4. into or settle specific interrogatories. But where 
the judge is sais that the object of the party seeking to in . 
is y to delay tm mg of the cause and lead to idle uisi- 
tions, it would be tifying the intention of the Legislature if he 
permitted interrogatories to be delivered. In the present case the chief 
clerk, in going into and settling the specific form of interrogatories to be 
delivered, had? exceeded his power and duty. He would, therefore, dis- 
charge the chief clerk’s order, and make no order on the present applica- 
tion, but would give the plaintiff liberty to renew his application with a 
proper statement of — on which he wished to in — 

UNSEL, Millar, Q.C., Kirby ; Marten, Q.C., and BE. Cutler ; Edward 
Ford. Soxrcrrors, Ashurst, Morris, Crisp, ¢ Co. ; Foster ¢ Spicer ; Osborne 
Edward Dawson. 


Re GALLAND—Chitty, J., 14th May. 
Jvpcment Creprrors—Funp mm Covrr—Eavrraste Exxcvrion—Pnriort- 
TIES—REcEIvVER—Sror ORpER. 


In this case T. and 8. were both unsatisfied judgment creditors of G. 
On the 5th of April, 1886, T. obtained a ership order by of 
equitable execution ¢ a fund in court for t out of which to 
himself G. had obtained an order. At the same time T. obtained a stop 
order, and on the 6th of April gave notice thereof to the Paymaster- 
General, who acted on such notice by indorsing a note of restraint on the 
cheque which was drawn for payment to G., and refusing _———_ 
thereof. T., however, did not 1 the stop order as passed and entered 
= the 21st of A = > = Ap ve on A nena 
order in respect of the same , such order bei without preju- 
dice to the rights of any prior incumbrancers. On the 14th of April 8. 
obtained a stop order, which was lodged with the Pa r-General as 
passed and entered on the 16th of April. S. had ice of the receiver- 
ship and stop orders obtained by T. It was contended by 8. that the 
formal lodgment of the order perfected the equitable execution, and 
therefore that he was entitled to priority of payment. Currry, J., said 
that, although it was true that, as the two judgment creditors, 
the question was unaffected by notice, yet, by the very form of the 
receivership order obtained by S., g, as it was, the only order which 
8. could have properly obtained, S. ~~ no rights over the fund except 
such as were subsequent to thore of T. Moreover, the equitable execution 
gained by obtaining a receivership order was complete in itself, and in no 
way depended on the subsequent stop order. The Paymaster-General was 
justified i in acting on the notice of the order, in accordance with 
the usual rule that, where an order was made and not drawn, any party 
infringing the order incurred ity, which rule applied, not only 
to parties against whom the order was directed, but to all persons having 
notice thereof. Therefore T. was entitled to priority over S.—Covnsst, 
Ince, Q.C., and F. H. Colt ; Romer, Q.C., and Cordery ; Macnaghten, Q.C., 
and W. P. Beale; Russell Roberts. Souicrrons, Henry Tyrell ; Woodroffe, 
Burgess, § Lock ; A. R. Oldman ; Lydiard § Co. 


Re GILBERT, DANIEL +. MATTHEWS—Kay, J., 17th May. 
Witi-—Construcrion—SvusstirvtTionary Girt to Issuzs—VEstTING. 


This was the further consideration of an administration action. The 
testator, J. Gilbert, who died in 1871, by his will, made in 1870, gave the 
residue of his real and personal estate to trustees upon trust to pay the 
income thereof to his sister, A. Honey, for life, for her se: te use, and 
after her death he gave the same residue unto 
children of his brothers and sisters, 
deceased child to take the 
Some of the children of the 
but died in the lifetime 
fore arose whether the 
testator’s brothers and 
and sistersd ying in the lifetime 
Kay, J., referred to Re Dawes’ Trusts 
not, from that case, that the 
to the authorities. op pet 
the authorities were conclusively 
tional gift took effect in the 


The question there- 


dren of the 


Re FARRELL'S TRUSTS—Kay, J., 15th May. 
Geruan AFrIpavit. 


In this case the court admitted 
Germany by a German subject before a German it being unlawful 
for a German subject to swear an affidavit before tish consul owing 
ich prohibits the administration of an oath 
.—Oovnset, P. 8. Gregory. Sour 


an affidavit sworn ix 


to a German sul by 8 
tons, Hanbury, Hutton, ¢ Whitting. 
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Re BLACKWELL, BRIDGMAN v. BLACKWELL—North, J., 
15th May. 
R. 8. C., 1883, XXVIII., 11—Correctrne Mistake orn Error IN 
JUDGMENT. 


A question arose in this case as to the operation of rule 11 of order 28, 
which provides that ‘‘ clerical mistakes in judgments or orders, or errors 
arising therein from any accidental slip or omission, may at any time be 
corrected by the court or a judge on motion or summons without an 
appeal.” On the further consideration of the action, which was for the 
administration of an estate, Pearson, J., held that, under a gift in the 
will to nephews and nieces of the testator, the nephews and nieces took 
per stirpes. The point was not.argued, but all the counsel who poe 
for the nephews and nieces agreed that, upon the authorities, that was 
the true construction of the gift, and the judge accepted the statement of 
counsel as to the effect of the authorities. Immediately afterwards 
counsel discovered that they had made a mistake, and that the authorities 
really showed conclusively that, under the words of the gift, the nephews 
and nieces must take per capita, not per stirpes. It was then agreed that the 
ca:e should be mentioned again to Pearson, J., for the purpose of obtain- 
ing the proper alteration in the order. Through an oversight this was 
never done, and the order was drawn up, passed, and entered, as it had 
been originally pronounced. -An application was now made to North, J., 
under rule 11 of order 28, that the order might be altered by me a7 | 
“‘per capita”? for “ per stirpes.”” Since the death of Pearson, J., the Lo: 
Chancellor had, under the provisions of section 5 of the Supreme 
Court of Judicature Act, 1884 (47 & 48 Vict. c. 61), requested 
North, J., toact in the place of Pearson, J. Nortu, J., held that rule 11 
gave him power to make the alteration. But he said that the facts must 
be stated in an affidavit, which must be entered in the order now to be 
made.—Covnset, Maidlow ; Swinfen Eady; J. A. Thorne. Soutcrrors, 
Church, Rendell, & Trehane. 


Re PAYNE, KIBBLE ve. PAYNE—North, J., 17th May. 
Wru1—Constrvection—Devisz BenerictALty or on Trust. 


The question in this case was whether devisees took the property 
devised to them for their own benefit, or on trust for other persons. The 
testator devised ‘“‘my freehold ground-rent of £8 11s. 6d. per annum, 
arising out of the house and premises, No. 7, Whittington-terrace, and 
all my interest in the said premises, to the present first mortgagees 
thereof absolutely.’’ There were no mortgagees of the ground-rent, but 
the leasehold interest in the premises, in respect of which the ground-rent 
was payable, was mortgaged to three persons, and Pearson, J., had held 
that the devise operated as a gift of the testator’s reversion, subject to the 
lease, to those three perrons. The question now arose whether those 
three persons took the reversion for their own benefit, or as trustees for 
other persons. The three mortgagees were the trustees of a marriage 
settlement, and they held the mortgage in that character as an investment 
of some of the trust funds. Nortu, J., held that the devisees took the 
reversion in their character of trustees, as an accretion to the trust prop- 
erty, and forthe benefit of their cestuis gue trustent.—Counset, Cookson, 
+ san Everitt, Q.C. Soxicrrors, Richard Smith & Wilmer; Crowders § 

ward. 





IRISH HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 


ANDREW AND ANOTHER v. PATRIOTIU INSURANCE CO.— 
Ex. Div., 18th Muy. 
Fiaz Issurance—Averace Cravse—Insvrance py LANDLORD—ANOTHER 
Insurance BY Tenant notunD TO Resurnp in Case or FirE BUT NOT 
BOUND TO InsvuRE. 


The plaintiffs were the owners of a house, workshop, and premiser, 
which they let some years ago to Mr. Robert Guy, coachbuilder, 
under a lease containing a clause binding him to rebuild in case 
of fire. Mr. Guy insured the premises, and also the coaches and 
other contained therein, with the Guardian Insurance 
Office for £2,600, being £600 on the house, £500 on the workshop, 
£1,000 on the carriages, and £500 on the unfinished carriages. The 
plaintiffs insured the house and workshop with the Patriotic Co. for 
£1,000. A fire having taken place on the premises on the 2nd of July, 
1831, the plaintiffs gave the usual notice to the Patriotic Office, but did 
not follow it up by pressing for payment, being aware that the tenant 
had taken steps to get payment from the Guardian Co. The latter 
company took the usual steps, got the damage assessed, and paid to Mr. 
Guy £623 under their poe Mr. Guy, Sowevee, failed to perform 
his covenant to rebuild the premises, end =ltimately became bankrupt. 
Under these circumstances the plair.tiffs now sought to recover the amount 
from the Patriotic Office, who resisted the action, pleading that the pay- 
ment by the Guaidian Co. to the tenant exonera them, and that there 
being an “‘average’’ clause on the back of the policy they were only 
liable to a sum of £62, which they were willing to pay. The plaintiff 
demurred to this defence as no answer to the action. Parties, C.B., 
delivered the judgment of the court upon the demurrer. The question, 
which was one of great importance, was whether the amount recoverable 
under a fire policy effected by a landlord of premises was liable under the 
usual average conditions to be rateably reduced by reason of another 
insurance having been effected on the same house by the tenant, bound 
by covenant to rebuild, but not to insure, and who had not applied the 
sum received under his policy towards the re-instatement of the premises, 
It was curious tat the auesticn had never been decided before. His 





lordship went through the law on the matter at considerable length, and 
held that the average clause had no application in such a case, that the 
demurrer taken to the defence was right, and that there must be judg. 
ment for the plaintiffs. Dowsz, B., concurred. Judgment ae 
for the plaintiffs, allowing the demurrer with costs.—CounsgL, Dr, 
Houston, Q.C., and Sugrue ; Serjeant Hemphill and Gibbon. Soxicrtors, 
James Dunne ; Cathcart §& Hemphill.—Irish Times. 








OBITUARY. 


MR. JUSTICE PEARSON. 


The Hon. Sir John Pearson, Knight, one of the judges of the Chancery 
Division, died at his residence, 75, Onslow-square, on the 13th inst., at the 
age of sixty-six, after an illness of several weeks. Mr. Justice Pearson 
was the eldest son of the Rev. John Norman Pearson, and. was born in 
1820. He was formerly a scholar of Caius College, Cambridge, where he 
graduated in 1844. He was called to the barat Lincoln’s-inn in Trinity 
Term, 1844, and he gradually acquired a good junior practice in the Court 
of Chancery. In 1866 he received a silk gown from Lord Chelmsford, and 
for many years he was one of the leaders in the court of Vice-Chancellor 
Malins, and subsequently of Mr. Justice Fry. He was also extensively 
engaged in Scotch appeals before the House of Lords. At the General 
Election of 1880 heunsuccessfully contested the Eastern Division of Sussex in 
the Liberal interest. He was for several years a member of the Council of 
Legal Education, and of the Incorporated Council of Law Reporting. In 
1882, on the resignation of Vice-Chancellor Hall, the vacant judgeship in 
the Chancery Division was conferred by Lord Selborne on Mr. Pearson, 
who shortly afterwards received the honour of knighthood. He had at 
first no chamber staff, but in 1883, on the a oe of Mr. Justice Fry to 
the Court of Appeal, he took over the chamber business of the latter judge, 
Mr. Justice Pearson was a bencher of Lincoln’s-inn, of which society he 
was treasurer for the year 1885. He was married in 1854 to the daughter 
of the Rev. William Short, rector of St. George’s, Queen-square. 

We spoke briefly last week of Sir John Pearson’s judicial characteristics, 
and our estimate was fully borne out by the observations made by his 
brother judges and by counsel subsequently. We have been favoured 
by a learned contributor, who knew him well, with the following inter- 
esting remarks on his characteristics:—‘‘ By the death of Mr. Justice 
Pearson the legal — has suffered a loss which will long be 
severely felt, not only by those who had the good fortune to be his per- 
sonal friends, but we feel sure by each member of either branch of the 

rofession who ever had business to conduct before him either in court or 
in chambers. His never failing courtesy, combined with his rare power 
of making up his mind without delay, on questions however abstruse, were 
qualities which cannot be over-ratedina judge. His mind was thoroughly 
saturated with the principles of real property law, and his lengthy experi- 
ence in practice enabled him to grasp and master the scope and intention 
of Acts like the Conveyancing Act and the Settled Land Act with wonder- 
ful clearness, and he will, beyond doubt, long be remembered for the 
multiplicity and variety of his decisions on points of construction which 
arose under those Acts. He was an English gentleman in the very highest 
sense of the term; full of general information, his Cambridge 
enabled him to appreciate patent cases and scientific cases with an 
intelligence and apprehensiveness of mind not always to be found in com- 
bination with the experience of a ripe real property lawyer. Eminently 
uiet and unobtrusive, the thoroughness of his knowledge was 
or a long time more appreciated by his brethren at the bar than 
by solicitors, but when any solicitor with heavy and import- 
ant litigation on hand had once employed him, he always stuck 
steadily to him afterwards. Never noisy, and seldom eloquent, 
his want of showiness was against him as an advocate, and many people 
were astonished to find what a strong and good judge he made, but those 
who knew him best, and were living inintimacy with him, often regretted 
that he had not been promoted to the bench sooner than he was. For 
some years after he took silk he had a very large practice in House of 
Lords cases, and was, indeed, employed in nearly every important Scotch 
appeal, and his quiet manner and extreme thoroughness soon made him a 
favourite with the judges in that court. He was also counsel in many 
well-known and important litigations; he was one of the counsel for Dr. 
Hayman in the case which the latter bee against the Governors of 
Rugby School before Malins, V.C., in 1874, and made a long and, in 
rts, eloquent speech on that on. He was also counsel throughout 
all the eat penne in Polint v. Gray and Sturla v. Freceia 
L. R. 11 Ch. D. 741, 12 Ch. D. 411, and 5 App. Cas. 623), Later on a heavy 
itigation about telephones before Mr. Justice Fry gave Mr, Pearson 
an op ty of showing how readily a well-informed intelligence can 
erepp with and master a new subject, and the same aptitude for dealing 
with scientific matters was shewn by Sir John Rearson in the way in 
which he directed the action of Badische Anilin und Soda Fabrik v. Leven- 
stein (L. R. 24 Ch. D. 156) to be tried. In that case, in order not to allow 
a secret chemical process to be divulged, the court sat in camera for days ; 
then 9g A ar directed Professor Roscoe to perform experiments 
for the information of the court, giving, himsdif, to the professor 
minute written instructions as to the e experiments to be performed. 
Sir John Pearson was a man who never tried to push himself into notice ; 
he would not, as the saying is, have ‘crossed the street’ to pick up any 
appointment, however lucrative; but he plodded on straight ahead 
with determination and plack, taking such work as came to hands, 
and always doing it honestly and well when it did come. He had no 
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‘fads’ or ‘ hobby horses,’ but he was fond of fishing and 
foreign travel, and took a great interest in all new books and subjects 
of the day. He was always a pleasant companion to talk to, with a dry, 
humorous way of his own, which often was extremely amusing.” 


On the 14th inst., at the sitting of the Court of Appeal, Lord Justice 
Cotton said that they had sustained a severe loss by the death of Mr. 
Justice Pearson, whom he had personally known for many years. They 
were of about the same standing, and had practised for many years as 
Queen’s Counsel in the same court, and his death was to himself the loss 
of a dear friend. But he must speak of the deceased asa judge. Since 
his‘appointment Mr. Justice Pearson had discharged his duties with great 
yeal and ability, and had got through a great deal of judicial work in 
a way most agreeable to the bar practising in his eourt, and to the solici- 
tors and others who had business there. His death would be deeply felt 
by all branches of the profession, as well as by the public, and also, as the 
loss of an able and esteemed judge, by all the members of the Court of 
Appeal. Mr. Justice Chitty said: ‘‘I cannot refrain from saying a few 
words to express the great grief we all suffer by reason of the death of 
Mr. Justice Pearson. Speaking for myself, and, I believe, for other 
members of the bench, I may say we entertained towards him the affec- 
tion of a brother. TI believe the bar entertained towards him a similar 
feeling. In losing him the public have sustained a great loss, for, during 
his comparatively short judicial career, he shewed that he the 
highest judicial qualities. He brought to bear upon the administration of 
justice a ripe experience, great learning, and a keen sense of doing 
justive towards his fellow men. I cannot allow this occasion to pass 
without expressing in these few words my grief at his loss.’’ 
Mr. Justice North said: ‘‘ Before proceeding with the business of the 
day, and engaged as I am in taking the motions set down in this branch of 
the court, I cannot refrain from saying a few words of regret and sorrow 
at the great loss caused to us all by the death of Mr. Justice Pearson 
yesterday. During the comparatively short time he was on the bench he 
earned for himself a great reputation by the skill and ability with which he 
discharged his administration of the law, while, by his uniform courtesy and 
affability, he secured for himself universal esteem and respect. By his 
lamented death his country has lost a faithful and valuable public servant, 
and you and I-a much loved friend.’’ Onthe 15th inst. Mr. Justice Kay 
(who had not sat on the previous day) said: ‘‘I desire, before taking 
my seat this morning, to express my very great sorrow, which I am sure 
you all share, at the untimely death, since we last met, of my colleague 
and our valued friend, Mr. Justice Pearson. So much of his life was 
spent among us that we can all estimate how well he deserved the perfect 
respect and warm regard which his character and conduct in every respect 
inspired in us all. As a@ barrister, as a judge, and, more than all, as a 
gentleman, and as a sincere and earnest Christian, he has left us all a 
worthy example.”’ 


Many members of the Chancery Bar attended the funeral of Mr. Justice 
Pearson (which took place at the Brompton Cemetery on Tuesday last) to 
mark their personal friendship, their respect for him as a judge, and their 
sense of the great loss the profession has sustained by premature 
death. We noticed amongst many others present on the occasion, Mr. 
Justice North, Mr, Napier Higgins, Q.C., Mr. Montague Cookson, Q.C., 
Sir Arthur Watson, Bart., Q.C., Mr. Horton Smith, Q.0., Mr. Locock 
Webb, Q.0., Mr. Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., Mr. H.A. Giffard, Q.C., Mr. W. W. 
Karslake, Q.C., Mr. Everitt, Q.C., Mr. T. C. Wright, Mr. Cecil Russell, 
Mr. James Stirling, Mr. Borthwick, Mr. W. Morshead, Mr. Chadwyck 
Healey, Mr. Gayer, Mr. Norman Pearson, Mr. Rowden, Mr. Lavie (Qhan- 
cery registrar), and Principal Wace. Lady Pearson and several er 
ladies were present along with the brothers and other relatives of Sir John. 


LORD FARNBOROUGH. 


The Right Hon. Sir Thomas Erskine May, Lord Farnborough, 
K.C.B., late clerk of the House of Commons, died on the 17th inst., at 
the age of seventy. Lord Farnborough was born in 1816. He was edu- 
cated at Bedford Grammar School. In 1831 he was appointed assistant 
librarian to the House of Commons, and he was for fifty-five years 
en the staff of the House. He was called to the bar at the Middle 
Temple in Easter Term, 1838. He subsequently became examiner of 
petitions for private bills, taxing master of the House of Commons, and 
clerk-assistant, and in 1871, on the retirement of the late Sir Dennis Le 
Marchant, he was appointed clerk of the House of Commons. He held 
that office for fifteen years, and retired only a short time , and still 
more recently he had been created Baron Farnborough recogni- 
tion of his long and valuable public services. Lord Farnborough rendered 
valuable service as chairman of the Statute Law Commission, and his 
“Treatise on Parliamentary Law” is well known. He was also author 
of a “Constitutional History of England,” and of ‘‘ Democracy in 
Europe.’”’ He had enjoyed the confidence of both political parties, and of 
several successive Speakers, and he was personally very popular with all 
the members of the House. He was a bencher of the Middle Temple. 
He was created a Civil Companion of the Order of the Bath in 1860, 
anda Knight oe of the same order in 1866. Lord Farnborough 
= Sane in 1839 to the only daughter of Mr. George Loughton, of 

areham. 


MR. WILSON CLEMENT CRUTITWELL., 


Mr. Wilson Clement Cruttwell, solicitor, formerly of Frome, died at 
Oxford on the 10th inst. Mr. Oruttwell’ was born in 1815. He was 





ttwell, 
and Mr. Walter Harry Wilson Oruttwell. 
He was a perpetual commissioner for Somersetehire, and he was for many 
years clerk to the for the Kilmersdon Division of the county. 
He retired from practice about two years ago, and he had since resided at 
— — Cruttwell’s funeral took place on the 13th inst., at Trinity 
urch, Frome. 


MR. JOHN BOHUN CHANDLER FOX. 


*.* In our obituary of Mr. Fox, of Lutterworth, last week, there was 
an inacc in the Christian name of the deceased gentleman, which is 
likely to lead to misconception. The name should have been Mr. John 
Bohun Chandler Fox, and it should have been stated that he was 
admitted a solicitor in 1865, and retired from two or three years 
ago. He was brother to Mr. Bohun Henry Fox, the registrar 
of the Lutterworth County Court. 








SOCIETIES. 


THE IRISH INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The adjourned meeting of this society was held on the 14th inst , when 
the ee of the report of the committee on Legal Reform was 
resumed. 

Mr. Henry L. Kerry occupied the chair. 

Mr. Scattan moved the following resolutions :—‘‘ That it is desirable 
this society should take active steps to bring about the following 
reforms:—To open to solicitors the appointments of recorder, county 
court judge, police or resident magistrate, receiver and liquidator, and to 

from the position of police or resident magistrates and 
of any court or judge all persons who are not members of either pro- 
; “To exclude badiden from being appointed in any 
department to the office of solicitor.” The offices mentioned had been 
practically closed to them, and in that way it became necessary to move 
these resolutions. From the report of the committee it that the 
positions to which barristers alone were eligible numbered 133, the total 


600, post 
alone were eligible numbered 36, the total sularies of which were £29,0v0. 
Of the 36 offices, 20 were held by barristers, representing a salary of 
£18,700, while only 12 were held by solicitors. The most of these offi 
he believed, they had every reason to urge, ought to be exclusively 
occupied by solicitors. Nor was there the slightest reason why they 
should not be appointed receivers and liquidators. With regard to the 
pee oe county court judges, they saw young barristers who had 
failures at the bar y hoisted into the position of county court 

judges, and called upon to interpret the law to men 
and capacity who were infinitely better fitted to fill 
were. These were some of the anomalies which they so 

Mr. Nunn seconded the motion. 

Mr. Harxan said he one they might as well ask to have the 
appointments of the judges of the hen gpons court 
ask for the positions of recorders coun’ 
most important ap its, and some 
to the superior bench from the county courts. 
men at the bar had occupied the ——. 
the moral effect of their putting 
asked for that which they ought to know 
— He therefore thought that part of the resolu 
struck out. 


that the words “‘ recorder, county court j 

the resolutions. Mr. Galloway’s objection 
county court judges might even try’ 

county uw teven try a 

fore to uainted with both the criminal 
Galloway feared the members of 

(Mr. Dix) did not 


not hel; 
pootoul 
mes ot inaing' 33 dgment as to th propriety 
means a ju as ie 
than he (Mr. Dix) had. 

Mr. Harxan seconded the amendment. 

Mr. Gerrarp said when he first became 


of the bar give “War cf erume he 


of 
£1,200 a yee aloes , of Can, he ae 
county co now were men 
bar which would 
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cementite, should see whether they could take the proper steps to ac- 
lish the objects which they had in view. 

. Suannon supported the resolutions, dealing especially with the 
——s anomaly as regards the office of receiver. With reference to the 
office of resident magistrate, it was a monstrous state of things to find 
these positions almost exclusively filled by the impecunious hangers-on 
of the aristocracy, who were appointed wholly on account of party votes. 

Mr. Craic and Mr. Reeves supported the resolutions. 

Mr. Wurrs supported the amendment. In the present day, when there 
were so few offices at the a of the bar, he did not think they should 
endeavour to deprive them of any of them. 

Mr. Frxpuater said he considered, having re to the first resolution 
which they had already passed, facilitating the transfer from one pro- 
fession to another, there ought to be some concessions on their part, and 
he would, therefore, support the amendment. 

Mr. Scattan having replied, and said that Mr. Miley must know that 
there was only cne way of taking active steps to have these resolutions 
carried into effect—namely, by earnest public agitation of questions and 
by influencing members of Parliament in the direction of having these 
reforms pushed forward. 

Mr. Frixpiater proposed to move as an amendment—* That ten years’ 
practice as a solicitor shall qualify a solicitor, when transferred to the 
profession of the bar, to be created a county court judge.”’ 

This was ruled not to be an amendment. 

The late Mr. Galloway’s amendment was declared lost. 

The Cuarrman, in putting the original resolution, said that their pro- 
fession had, he thought, great cause of complaint. These, he con- 
tended, were by no means sentimental grievances. 

The motion was then put and carried. 

Mr. Scatran then moved—‘‘ Inasmuch as inconvenience and loss are 
frequently inflicted on suitors and our profession by the failure of bar- 
risters to appear, or by reason of their inadequate attendance on cases in 
which they have been retained, the bar should be requested to nominate 
some members of their body to confer with the council of the Law 
Society to consider, and, if possible, formulate some plan by which the 
grievances complained of might be remedied if not removed.”’ The system 
under which barristers received considerable fees and did not attend in 
court did not prevail to the same extent as formerly, but it did exist more 
or less, and solicitors had frequently to give out three briefs in order to 
secure the attendance of two counsel. He would be slow to propose that 
counsel’s fee should be on the basis of contract, but something might be 
done at to mitigate the grievance. The reform should emanate 
from the bar, and he believed they could easily devise some means 

which business would be facilitated and all cause of complaint 


Mr. Craic seconded the motion. 

Mr. Suannown said counsel’s fee should never be made a matter of con- 
tract. It would lead to endless illwill and bad blood between the two 
branches of the profession. At the same time, he strongly approved of 


' 


beer yee = there was hardly a Pn oe — some 
uge of justice did not occur owing to the absence of a - 
ticular counsel who had been retained. my os 


Mr. RoszxtHat supported the motion, which was passed unanimously. 

Mr. Woirz moved—“ To add to the recommendations of resolution 2 
the following further recommendation—namely, ‘ (4.) To give the council 
uncontro) power of fixing the fees of the profession, of appointi 
lecturers, and of regulating the admission of those seeking to enter 
re-enter the profession.’ ” 

Mr. Drx said the proposal was not within the terms of reference to the 


The Pzesiwwznr ruled the proposal in order, but the meeting was 
adjourned. : 


—- 
— 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


. dauus Sriniixe, barrister, who has been appointed a Judge of the 
Chancery Division in succession to the late Mr. Justice Pearson, is the 
eldest son of the Rev. James Stirling, of Aberdeen, and was born in 1836. 
He was formeriy scholar of Trinity College, Cambridge, where he 


CE aie mabe enh Oat See ’s prizeman in 1860. He 


J 


was called to the bar ’s-inn in Michaelmas Term, 1862. He 
was one of the staff of the Law Reports, and he has been equity 
counsel to Treasury since 1481. 


Mr. Hvcu Cowrr, @.C., been inted Chancellor of the Diocese 

, inl succession to the late Dr. John Elliott Pasley Robertson. 

Mr. Cowie is the eldest son of Mr. Alexander Cowie. He was educated 
at King’s College, London, and at Trinity College, Uambridge, where he 
—— asa in 1851. He was called to the bar at Gray’s-inn 
Hilary Term, 1962, and he is a member of the South-Eastern Circuit. 
Mr. Cowie became a Queen’s Counsel in 1882. He acted as an assistant 

Commissioner under 







Corrupt Practices in the City of 
the Royal Gecemtaten on the Onminal 
to the Royal Commission on the 

of Gray’s-inn, sae pooniing 

ovunsel to the Post Office at the Central Oriminal Court. has been 
recorder of the boroughs of Maldon and Saffron Waldron since 1873, 
and Chancellor of the diocese of Durham since 1876. 


Mz. Joux Evor, C., has been appointed Chief Justice of the High 








Court of the North-West Provinces of India, in succession to Sir William 
Comer Petheram, who has been appointed Chief Justice of Calcutta, 
Chief Justice Edge is the only son of Mr. Benjamin Booker Edge, of 
Clonbrook House, Queen’s County, and was born in 1841. He was 
educated at Trinity College, Dublin. He was called to the bar in 
Ireland in March, 1864, and he was called to the bar at the Middle 
Temple in Easter Term, 1866. He is a member of the North-Eastem 
Circuit, and he was appointed a Queen’s Counsel a few days ago. 


Mr. Vincent Hunter BarrincTron Kenner, barrister, has received the 
honour of Knighthood, in recognition of his services to the sick and 
wounded in several campaigns. Sir V. Kennett is the eldest son of 
Captain Vincent Frederick Kennett, of Dorchester, Oxfordshire. He was 
born in 1844, and he was educated at Trinity College, Cdmbridge, where 
he graduated as a wrangler in 1867. He was called to the bar at the 
Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1872, and he formerly practised in the 
Chancery Division. 

Mr. Daniz1 Rozerr Fzanron, barrister, Assistant Charity Commissioner, 
has been + Secretary to the Charity Commission, in succession 
to the late Hi Morgan Vane. Mr. Fearon is the eldest son of the 
Rev. Daniel Rose Fearon, and was born in 1835. He was educated at 
Balliol College, Oxford, where he graduated first class in Classics in 1858, 
and he was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Michaelmas Term, 1874, 
He was appointed an inspector of schools in 1860, and an assistant charity 
commissioner in 1875. 


Mr. Epwarp Exnest Ransom, solicitor (of the firm of Girling & Ransom) 
of East Dereham, has been appointed Clerk to the East Dereham Local 
Board. Mr. Ransom was tted a solicitor in 1880. 


Mr. Wiii14m Henny Fannrietp, solicitor, of 117, High-street, Poplar, 
has been appointed Honorary Secretary to the Conference on Thames 
Communication below London Bridge. Mr. Farnfield is clerk to the 
Poplar District Board of Works. He was admitted a solicitor in 1861. 


eee 


DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS. 


Atrrep Wyatt Dicry and Georce Bevertey Wyatt Diesy, solicitors 
(Digby & Digby), 66, Gresham-street, London, E.C. May 3. 

ArTuHUR TurRNER and Rozert Norton, solicitors (Turner, Son, & Norton), 
61, Carey-street, Lincoln’s-inn. The said Robert Norton will continue 
the said business. May 4. [ Gazette, May 14.] 








LEGAL NEWS. 


It is announced that no farther or common jury causes in the 
Probate and Divorce list will be Leard during the present sittings. 


On Tuesday evening, in the House of Commons, Mr. Boord introduced 
a Bill to enable barristers to recover their fees, and to render them liable 
at law to persons employing them. The Bill was read a first time. 


A Bill relating to the detention of a jury during a trial for felony has 
been introduced by Mr, Lockwood. It is proposed to confer on the court 
the discretion to pga a jury at any time before they consider their verdict 
to se for the purpose of refreshment or rest in the same way as may 
now be done on a trial for a misdemeanour. 


At the Chester Assizes on He week, in a criminal assault 
case tried before Mr. Justice Hawkins, the prosecutrix was sworn, 
but after her examination had proceeded for some little time, 
she refused to answer the questions put to her by counsel. Judge, 
counsel, and jury exerted their influence to the utmost in the 
endeavour to persuade the girl to relate her story, but their attempts 
proved ineffectual. This o' completely blocked the case, and 
counsel for the prosecution said, as the gir refused to answer the questions 
addressed to her, he ae with his lordship’s permission, to withdraw 
the case. The ‘ne hing to give the prosecutrix every ronnee for 
pues adjourned the court fora short time, but on reassembling 
prosecutrix was as mute as ever, and at length counsel for the prosecution 

we el his desire to withdraw ot Mae are wes a 
prisoner the prisoner was anxious to have the ’s 8 q 
out. The judge referred the matter to the jury, and they as 
in Soup ee mem pe erernar é prisoner was rel 
from custody. lordship severely censured the prosecutrix, and said 
he had a good mind to send her to for retusing to answer the 
questions. He was very loath to send a girl to prison, but if she ever 
made such a charge against anyone again the magistrates would un- 
doubtedly know how to deal with her evidence. ° 








The Metropolitan Board of Works will receive on the 25th inst., at the 
Bank of England, tenders for £1,250,000 of 3 per cent. Metropolitan 
Consolidated Stock. The minimum price has been fixed at £98 per cent. 
A deposit of 5 ae cent. on the amount of stock tendered for must be paid 
at the time of delivery of the tender. The first dividend will be payable 
on August 1 next. The proceeds of this issue are required for street 
improvements, main drainage, artisan’s dwellings, bridges, and other 
works ; algo for loans to the extent of £210,530. 
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COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date. No. 1. 


Mon., May 24 Mr, Ward 
Puceday Y 5 Pemberton 
Wed..-.....0. 26 





eoveee = Mr. Jackson 
mf Jackson 
Cc 





26 
oe 38 
29 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Easter SitTines, 1886. 
Causes for Trial or Hearing. 

(Set down to April 22 inclusive.) 
Before Vice-Chancellor Bacon. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses and 
without witnesses). 
(Continued from page 458.) 

Henderson v Rothschild act 

Taylor v Treherne act wits 

Downs v Wright act wits 

Woodward v Samsum & Co act wits 

Ia re Clark James v Jewell act wits 

Sampson v Sampson act wits 

Bradwell v Pointon act & two sumns 
wits 

Clever v Warren act wits 

Selwyn v Garfit act wits 

Helmore v Smith act wits 

Morgan v Arnison Arnison v Morgan 


act wits 
Ma:shall vCathbert act 
ee Wine ot act and m f j 
Green v Wra: 
a v Wast Derby Burial Bd act 
wits 
Jarrett v Hunter act 
Pask vClay act wits 
Inre Parson Parson v Parson act 
Moore v Newson act wits 
Dempster v Dempster act wits 
Wood v Keighley act wits 
Barling v Bosanquet act wits 
Angier v March act wits 
Park y Lever act wits 
Bryant v Mallett act wils 
Sutton vMcKenzis act wits 
Mulkern v Bell act wits 
D’Esterre v Nicholson act 
In re Fox aD v Morgan aot 
Hood v Hood 
In re Tunniclifie Wright v Wardle 


act wits 
Anal v Elsworth act wits 
Bird vy Andrew act wits 
Cresswell vy Davidson act wits 
Chauffourier vy Ghent act wits 
Oliver vy Walsh act wits 
a Wy oa &Co act 
In re Baskerville y Twiss 
m ee j (short ~ % order) 
Buckle v Boswell ae 
Whyte v Ahrens act 
Whiteside vy Clabon m 1} j  ehort) 
Brown v Mustard act wits 
eh Reed, Bros, & Co act 
w 


Before Mr. Justice Kay. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses.) 
(Continued from page 458.) 

Cavanagh v Riddell act 
Dudgeon v Forster sot 
Strickland v Ivens act 
In re Vincent Vincent v Vincent 
United Telephone Co id v St George 
Morris v Hansford aot 
Cooper v Siatter act 

v &Co act 
Hunt v Temple act 
Harvey v Brown act 
Miller vy Douglas act & m fj 
Smith : Pavy aot 
Lewis Re & ene act 


Manners 
Tbeskare te Oey Hechey act 
Skorme v Collins aot 


APPEAL CoURT APPEAL Couns 
No. V. C. Bacon. 
Mr, PB eg 
Koe 
Clowes 
K 


Sedeon” 
Carringto: 








Mr. Justice 
Kay. 
Mr. Pemberton 
Ward 
Pemberton 
Ward 
Pemberton 
Ward 


Mr. Justice 
NorRTuH. 


Mr. Beal 
Leach 


Mr. Justice 
STIRLING. 
Mr. Ki 
Farrer 
‘arrer 
King 
Farrer 





Beal 
mn Leach 
Beal 
n Leach 


Smith v Stoneham act 

— v Cawley act (lst day of witns 
act 

Fincher v Fincher act 

Cartwright v Chilcott act 

Harris v Brooke act 

Hancock v Marly act 

Hall v Bromley act 

In re v Webb act 

Chillingworth v Cole act 

Molineux v Foulkes act 

Seville v Beckett act 

In re Hallett Johnson v Brister act 

Shaw v Findon act 

|e Paterson & Cold v Smith act 
Stanley v Mayor =e of Norwich act 

Sells v Walkden 

Middlemore v is act (ist day of 
witns act) 

Brewster v Prior act 

Caird v Moss & Co act 

Boles v Davis act 

Prince vy Warren act 

baer ye v Webb Bo 

teel y Cuming act 
ad v Grimwade ume for trial 


Fuldiog v Crosbie act 

v act 
Heater v Nepher at 
In re Jones Jones v Digby act 
Ha: Phillips's W: v Bradbury act 


Williams 
Levi ¥ — &Cold act 
Audin v A act 
} enone v hee act 

eynell act 
Fit v Slingsby act 


Causes for Trial (without —~ go 
Holmes v oo 


Hood v act 
— i a Equit Indust Soc 


Int re Taylor Boyle v Oldfield act 
lant aamronean © 0 v Middleditch 
m 


Godfrey v Winsford act 

Eeraer y Seem, Bast, mfj 

Walker Rast Riding Glad fj 
rv ab m 

Meaning v Barrett Ge 


Before Mr. Justice Currry. 
Causes for Trial with Witnesses, 
(Continued from page 458. 

In an Davis, deod, Teectgene Davie 


Griggs v Lea act 

Rawson v Minshull act 

jin a neat 
v 

Hewett v Pe a be : 

ae v Sir Henry ai de Bathe 

Aldridge v Steele and Dodson m my (set 
Bo ey 
pp v Ponson onsonby ¥ 

pA sagen y Lien « d 


pe rie 
Moore v Deakia (8 hy till pleadings 


Ashworth v Bickham act 
Ashworth v Whiteley act 





ercer act 


In re Gaunt, deod, Davey v Mercer 
Earl of art act 


Abingdon v Hartopp, Bart 
De la Huat v ——— 
Ramuz v Wilson 
G Guy & Cov Churchill act 
ere = — yet Dow Duchess 
of Mar! borough ac 
Street v Guardians of Hambledon 
Union act 
Scoles v Child act 
Union Baok of London ld vCardus act 
Porter v Blake act 
Ia re Dodworth, dec, Spence v Dod- 
worth act 
v Dollar act 
Callow v Young act 
Williams v Bell act 
Ia 1e W RA Scott, dec, Soott v Scott 


act 
McMahon v McMahon act 
Bekon v Smith act 
Catt v Catt act 
Weighs v — act 

right v Savage act 
Preston vy Tarner act 


Mordy v Docume act 
Cooper v Cawston act 
—* 3lst Universal Benefi: Bldg Soc 


Earaie v Silvester act 
In re Comper, dec Comper v Keatley 


act 
Elliott v Linnell trial of issues set 
down forthwith without pleadiags 
Lever & Cov Goodwin Bros act 
v Gwinnell act 
dy v Preniergast act 
In re Sawyer, dec Whitehead v Sawyer 


act 

Bullock vy Bullock act 

Hewett v Smith act 

Baroness Wenlock v Ryder act 

Alleard v Skinner act 

Stacpoole v Lattey Lattey v Stacpoole 
act and counter claim 

Cuttill vy MoSheehan act 

Neve v Bateman act 

Boddington v Atlee act 

Devon and Cornwall Electric Light and 
Power Co ld v act 

Saunders v Potter Potter v Saunders 
act and counter 

Murray v Tason act 

Emmerson v The Brentford Town Hall 
end Market Houses Co issues of fact 
for trial by ord of ~ to 1886 

Hart v Bettesworth 

Askew v Browne i 

Brough v Dando act 

Bruce v Morton act 


act 
v Victoria Rubber Co act 
Spickett v Evans act 
Grammant v Robbins act & mf j 
Non-witness Causee, Adjouraed Sum- 
monses, and 


ord on far con) 
In re Hawkeworth’s Estates Harris v 
Hawksworth under ord a 


In re Jane Burt's Estate 








I The Llangennech Coal Co, Id 
“(Alaura case — unpaid shares) 


laa ra Theo ilus Levett’s Estate 
of E Taeope Levett uader ord 55 Pe 
smns 

Ia re Moss, dec Price » Cook adj 
smns 


Before Mr. Justice NortTx, 
Transferred from Justices Kay, Chitty, 
and Pearson, for Trial or 
only. by orier dated 220d Dec., 1 
(Continued from page 458.) 
In re Neville Webster v Neville act 
ln fe Atkinson Poppleton v Atkinson 


Litchfield v Jo: ‘es act &mfj 
Monday v Taylor act 
Todd v Newsome act 


Postponed to end of List by consent, 
bertson v “ act 

Cosh v Martia ° 

Gt Western Ry Co Scourfield act 

Craig v Chubb 

Ecclesiastical Sena v Withers a-t 

In Ag Garrard Popplewell v Garrard 


Hopkinson v Peruvian Guano Co act 

Lewis v Baskerville act (Trinity) 

Bird v Winn oe 

In re Sagg Sugg 

Williams ¢ v Nante 
Siemens Bros v 

Jones v Baldock r 


ngs act 
wf, Co act 
Iphinstone act 


Earl St Germans y Thompson act 
In re Evan Jones Jones v Williams 
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Yates & Cov Thornton & Co act In re Cowin Cowia v Gravett adj sms 


Waller & Cov Moore act In re Schuster Schuster v Schuster 
Mileham v Tibbits act adj smns 
Io Ary Smith Vaughan v Stoicham => Vaughan Vaughan’ v Thomas 
|j smne 
Victoria “tH Quarry Co v Humphreys | In re Stephenson Bennett v Stephen- 
act &€ m son adj smns 
Lands Aioinent Cold v London and/| In re Sweet 
Tilbury Ry Co aot adj 
Mann v Patent Cable Tramway Co, ld Rome! v Bleck wall adj smns 
act In re Shortridge allis v Sorsb‘e 
Fox v Jenton act adj smns 
= v Rickmansw rth Highway Bd| In re A Elliott Lowes v Elliott adj 
a amos 
In ve Maudsley Maudsley y Hughes | In re J Elliott Hellard v Dudgeon 
act adj emns 
Blackie v Osmss‘cn act at tad Manees Marcus v Marcus adj 
Harris v Christmas act 
Ia re Mallett Yael v Rider act ve = Bird Pilley vy Meshin adj smus 
Hoare v Burton Inre Paton Paton v Douglas adj ems 


Parkhouse v Dicker 





In re Mellowdew “Davies v Mellowdew | Taylor v Graham act 

act In re Whorwood Ogle v Lord Sher- 
Neweome v Todd act borne adj emns 

v Gritten act Ia re Bald ‘Bald v Bald adj smns 

Anson v Mowatt act In re Carlyon Carlson v Carlyon adj 
Grogan v Sutton, Bart act smns 
Finnis v Wilks act In re monies Alexander v White 
Armitage v Newsum act adj 
L-ndon and County Banking Co, ld v | In re Middleton Freeman v Roberts 

Harvey cct adj emns 
Wilkineon v Alcock ast In re Ridgway Parker v Ridgway 
Ager v Black'ock act adj smns 


Staines v Staines act Jones vy Greenongh act 
In re J H Staines Staines v Staines | Elkins y Damon m f j (-hort) 
act | Inre Craven Rankin v Sale adj smns 
Sequin v Dangers act | Inte Sinclair Crump v Leicester aj 
Banks v Smali act smne 
Herbert v Scrope act 
Causes for Tri-1 (without Witnesses) | Attorney Gen vy Met Ry C2 act 
ard Acjuurned Sum monses. In re Mantle Page & Co v Mantle 
(Classes II. and III.) m fj 
(Continued from page 459.) Parker v Parker act 
Owen v Williams act & mtn for judgt | Inre Anirew Morton v Andrew aéj 
Io eds — Me'calf v Sherwood emns 
In re Horobin Ash v Horobin adj 


Ph nn Same vy Same avj smns smns 

In re Payne Rea v Ashmead adj sms * re nga a Knight v Burgess adj 

In re Warbutton Warbutton vy Somner 
adj emns Gueuite v Connolly epecial case 

Le: nard v Taylor act & mtn for judgt - re b A aad Harvey v Nichols adj 

In re Woodgate Woodgate v Sydney 
adj emis 





Sosompe v Wood act 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jornt Stock CoMPANIES. 
LIMITED In CHANCERY. 
Laxsp DEVELOPMENT AssocIATION, LiwiTEn.—Bacon, V.C, has fixed Monday, 
a “at pong TD at his c chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 
as nding up, presented May 1: 
* firected to to be heard’ before Chitty, J., on May 22. Munns and Longden, 7 oid 
ewry, solicitors for the petitioners 
mse Court, Luarep.—Creditors are requested, on or before Monday, 
June 7, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Mr Allen Henry Stoneham, 29, St Swithin’s lane. Tuesday, June 22 
at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and c 
| Gazette, May 14, J 
ARMY ASD Navy Horet, Luatrep.—Bacon, V.C., has, by an order dated May 30, 
appointed Charles James March, 15, King at, Cheapside, to be official liqui- 


ADDLESTONE LisorzUmM Company, LimITED.—Creditors are me voquieel, ap or before 
ir names and of their 


June 1, to send their an‘ the pectiouiess 
claims, to Howard Forester rester Knight, 2, Devonshire chmbrs. Sahopamee With- 
=. Friday, June 11 at 12, is coped for bearing and adjudicating upon the 
Cesmener inom Compas, Luoarzp.—By an order made by Kay, J., dated May 8, 
was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be o ontinued, 


Warsen can Co ts Bloomsbury sq, solicitors for the 
ENGLisH axp Russ1aN Banxixc Company, Limrrep.—By an order 
Brndion we toes petitioner in pepwon ar pany be “% 
Mowe Doma oF BOURNEMCUTH, LIMITED. —By 
May 8, it was ordered that Mont mass Ge eeand an up. BE... we, Co, 


ORKS, mirrep— Creditors are re- 

names and addresses, and the 
their debte or claims, to John Y: , 41, Coleman st. M 
inted hearing and adjudicating 


ape at 28, apps OF upon the debts and 
aspun teers Maree Company, Liutrzp.—Creditors sequined, om or before 
J 12, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
Cooper, 3, Coleman st abi ais” * 1 # 
Selnte for heen ee indenting spon the 
STARBUCK Caz AND Wacomw Company ee meee tw 
VA, dated 4, is was ondaved tet he neinatty at 
pee ny and Co, Bedtord row, agents for a Go Lic many 
solicitors for the 
{ Gagetle, May 18.) 


FRIENDLY SocteTizs Diss0LvED. 


Larpes Temperance & Fv 8, G 
yea JWERAL VY RIENDLY SOCIETY, 3, George and Dragon 








LoYAat FRrenDLY Opps Society, Crown Inn, Prospect Hill, Redditch, Worcester 


May 
Towzr OF Davin LopGE, Bay Horse Inn, Knottingley, York. May 
Gaantte, May 14.1 


Bypnvesanr Socrery or Hastinas, Market Hall, George st, Hastings, Sussex, 


Rose oF Nortrina Hitt PRovIpENT SICK AND BurRIAL FRIENDLY SOCIETY, Black 
Bull Tavern, Silchester rd. May 12 
[ Gazette, May 18.] 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS =. ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
AST DAY OF CLAIM. 
SaLmon, THomas ths Diss, Norfolk. June 10. Oldman v Salmon, Kay, J. 
Brown, Walbrook 
SMALL, JOHN SMALL LOWTHER, Guisborough, York. June 10. Garbutt v Small, 
Kay, J. "Waleon, Queen’s terrace, Middlesborough 
(Gazette, May 11.) 


Bruton, GEORGE, North Kelsey, ¥. Lgaccn, Farmer. June 1. Bilton v Bilton, 


Bacon, V.C. Sowter, Brigg, Lin 
HARDING, ELIZABETH, Birmingham. June 10. Stanley v Stanley, Chitty, J, 





Lowe, B 
L, JOHN, th, King’s Norton, Worcester, Coal Merchant. June 
oF The B a1 iudiey, and District Banking Co v Tynell, Chitty, J. 
Mallard, B nee 


[ Gasette, May 14.) 


ALDRIDGE, JAMES W1LLIaM LUNN, Fulham Palace rd, Commision Agent. June 
11. Bennett v Aldridge, Pearson, J. Ward, Walbroo . 
Busty, Saran, Hertford. June 16. Lacey v Biedsey, Chitty, J. Times, 
te 


Evans, Teac, un, ey; Builder’s Material Merchant. June 22. Evans v 
Evans, Ka: Ao Pel cher, Cardiff 

1 Great Suttons, Heenchunele, Essex, Farmer. June 10. 
Lambert v Gooch, Kay, Haynes, Romford 

laps ne ste Boot Dealer. June 18. Crane v Routh, Bacon, 


(Gazette, May 18.] 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP 36. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


ARNOLD, GEORGE, Bidborough, Kent, Gent. June 16. Cripps and Son, Tua- 
bridge Wells 

BAILEY, pam, Clarence rd, Kew. June 3. Tatton and Son, Lower Philli- 
more ensington 

Bam, GHARURS. Hill, Gloucester, Yeoman. July 8. Scarlett and Co, Thorn- 


BARTLETT, ELEANOR, St Helen’s, Isle of Wight. June1. White, Ryde 

Benson, THOMAS ioe Birkenhead, Plumber. June 5. Frances Amelia 
Benson, Birkenhea 

ety fe JOHN, Daley, Chester, Confectioner. June 25. Johnson and John- 

mL Ly GEORGE, Plymouth, Gent. July 2. Johns, Plymouth 

BurGEs, ALFRED, Worthing, Sussex, Esq. June 14. Gush and Oo, Finsbury 


circus 
CARTER, JoHN, Lach Dennis, Chester, Farmer. June 11, Green and Dixon, 

Northwich : 
Cparen, LOUISE, Peabody bldgs, Pimlico. June 16. Randolph, Old Serjeants 
CHUTE, bd sapere, Egmont, Binfield, Berks. July1. Eardley and Co, Charles 


one tee RicHaRD LAND, Cambridge, Hosier. June 28. Fosters and Lawrence, 
CLARKE, ASrELIA, Bai Bath. May 31. Walker, B 


Birchin lane 
CowarD, ANN, Rozell rd, Clapham, June 24. Thatcher, Bennet’s hill, Doctors’ 
commons 


Dickinson, JoHN Epwakp Booru, Penistone, York, Chemist. June 1, Smith 
an . Penistone 

Dupont, MaRizE ANNE Pte Pak rd, Clapham, Governess. July 1. Edward 
Has , Lorrimore ee nie, Walworth 

=, * IMEON, Mossley, Lancaster, Retired Joiner. June 7. Lawton, Man- 

Forsrer, Joun Coopsr, U; Grosvenor mt, ex-President R.O.S. June 18. 
Gellatly ry! Co, Loutel Gracechurch st 

GzorGE, Joun, Gt_ Alie st, Whitechapel, Wholesale Ironmonger. June 17, 
Micklem * 

HeEatTu, Evisau, Astley, Warwick, Farmer. June 8. Dewes and Brock Harris, 

Han Kingsbury, Epi i, Somerset, Gent. June 5. Poole, South 
OLE, WILLIAM, gs , Episcop erset, . 2 5. q 
Petherton 


Hunt, AnTuur, Leamington, Brewer. June 24, Hunt, Finsbury pavement 

IRONMONGER, SARAH, Measham, Derby. May 24. Fisher and Co, Ashby de la 

KENDAL, Roprnson, Queen Anne’s mansions, Westminster, Director of a Public 
Company. June 2%, Chester and Co, Sta le inn 

KIDNER, JOum, HN, Bath, Retired Carpenter. June 12. Stone and Co, Bath 

Laposgeae, ELizaberu, Cheltenham. June 24. Wood and Co, Raymond bldgs, 

Lawchgta, Bon EmIty THERESA, Clifton, Gloucester. June 24. Wood and Oo, Ray- 


Lamm, Dida, Grays fan Lancaster, Brewer. June 90,*Lyon and Reynolds, 

Maxtin, WILLIAM JosEerH, Torquay, Brevet Lieutenant-Colonel. June 18, Pea- 
cock and Co, Liverpool 

MOOAEE, —— weit Calcutta, East Indies, Professor. June 15. Rogers, 

ioe, E1izaseru, Worple rd, Wimbledon, June 2%, Chester and Co, 

NES¥IELD, GzonGE AGARs, Scarborough, York,Solicitor. July1. Tateand Cook, 


NEWMAN, CHARLES, Barnsley, York, Gent. June 11. Newman and Sons, Barnsley 
OXLADE, , Gookham, Berks, Retired Farmer. June5, Ward and Weed, 


Ratwe, Annis, Barnard » Dur! 


+ May 2. Watson, Bernsen Castle 
Rimmer, ALICE, Southport, 


» June7. Potts, Liverpoo 








May 2 
Build 
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ROLLEZ, FRANCOIS Exor DE, Watford, Herts. May 20. Bridgford, Lincoln’s inn 


elds 
Rooks, SARAH, Belfast, Ireland. June1. Rooks and Co, Kinz “md Chea) 
SronE, HARRIET, Priory rd, Kilburn. Juneii. Payne and 
STREATFIELD, JOHN FREMLYN, Upper Brook st, Esq. June 30. Palmer and Co, 
TAYLOR, HANNAH, Abram, Lancaster. June 5. 


Mayhew and Co, Wigan 
THOMAS, LioypD, Kemberton, Salop. Junel. Leake, 
. Wiri14am, Tweedmouth, Northumberland, Presbyterian Minister 
Dawson , Barrow in Furness 
TURNER, BETSY, Freshford, Somerset. June 12. Sap and Co, Bath 
VEARE, GEORGE, Cheltenham, Gent. June 15. Bubb and Co, Me yo 
WARD. . ‘ _—_— Sheffield, Agricultural Merchant. June 1. Clegg and Sons, 
Sheffield 
Weston, BENJAMIN, Maidstone, Kent. June4, Ellis, Maidstone 
(Gazette, May 7.) 


June 1. 


ALLEN, JANE CAROLINE Markt, Cheltenham. June 24, 

Aston, WILLIAM, Whitmore Reans, Wolverhampton, out of yy July 26. 
Riley and Kettie. Wolverhampton 

BARROWCLOUGH, THOMAS, Oaklands, Barrowford, Lancaster, Cotton Spinner. 
June 12._Carr and ae Coln 

BEESLEY, JOHN, Cheadle ‘Heath, Chester, Landscape Gardener. July 10. Wood 


and Williamson, Manchester 
BENTLEY, ROBERT, gy = aay bag om June ; 4 ae. Malton Co 
BISCHOFF, ETH ugton. June m and 
Gt Winchester st nea at : 
Freshfields and 


BRowNE, JOHN en Calcutta, India, Esq. June 10. 
BURSTALL, EpGar, . Richmond rd, Corn Merchant. June 30. Ollard and 


Williams, Bank 
a a ton bdgs, Strand 
; ienwell rd, Holloway. June 1. Newton and Wyatt, Finsbury 


CADMAN, Rysrmaxn, Gytaten, York, Gent. June12. Jackson, Mal 
Ogpuann, BaRBARA, Paris. June 19. Watson and Dendy, a upon 


Exuorr. J one, Thorlly, Skipton, York, Farmer. July 14. Heelis and Thomp- 


son, Skipto: 

FASsETT, TAS DE GrucHy, Filey rd, Stoke Newington. June 7. Dearle, St 
Benet pl. Gracechurch st Hs! “Pity 

es, = Le Marple, Chester, Farmer. June 21. Price and Woodcock, 


Man 
Fox, ADAM, Old Trafford, nr Manchester, Solicitor. June 25. A. and G. W. 
Fox, Manchester Welton, 
e. 


ATEN, pom, sen, Woodbridge, Suffolk, Innkeeper. June 16. 
jeowrs. Marky, Pye, nt MacclesBeld. J we 17. May and Co, Macclesfield a 
sicker, cer, Gutter lang esis righton, Sussex une 21. si an 
ACKMAN, GEORGE, ee 

pa ty to - er Clapton, Tea Dealer. June 24 olmes 
JENKINS, ANN, Cardiff. June 1. tats: Cardiff 
—, = Mary, Halton, Runcorn, Chester. June 29. Farrar and Hall, Man- 
McCaLLan, Renae, Camden rd, Camden Town, Esq. July 10. Pike, Old 


Burlington st 
Nocx, RICHARD. Wejagten. Salop, Esq. June 24. Potts and Potts, Broseley 
ent, Gent. June 21. Browne Kidder, John 


OvVEY, eae gad Beckenham, 
st, Bedfo: 
Walker, Chancery lane 
Cornwall, Retired Master Mariner. June 5. 
illy, Penzance 


"Dart, Brighton. July 1. 
enzance, 
Piya and Bodily" Pes 
Piums, E1iza, Pembri conetent, June 18, Hollams and Co, Mincing lane 
Fgue, na, al BaRkER, Pembridge crescent, Gent. June 18. Hollams and Co, 


% Pentonville rd, gree Cross, Hosier. June 20. Stock and 


Josurn Parniog, Suitolk Lodge, Stamford Hil, Retired Printer. June 
enouis Bisse a 2 leds bh ae oe Jul Th 
ELSON, nde. 8, Kensington pk. 6. omas, Regent st 
"ington Kington, Hereford, ‘Yeoman. June 20. Temple and Philpin, 
WiLtiAMs, Maurice Jamzs, U: : 
Crofton and Craven, Mancheste eenan, Lancaster, Linen Merchant. June 30, 
{ Gasette, May 11.) 








SALE OF ENSUING WEEK. 


May 24.—Messrs, BAKER & Sons, at the Hotel 
Building Land (see advertisement, May 8, p. 4). otel, Cookham, Freehold 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS, 


BIRTHS. 
aig 9, ity 23, Adelaide-road, N.W., the wife of Valentine D. Archer, 
r-at-law, of Barbadoes, of a daug! 
ay 1s, “3 10, John-street, Bedford-row, “the wife of John Evans, 
VICKERS, wt 1 18, at Mitcham. Surrey, the wif scham ckers, 
the Inner Temple, barrister-at-law,ot rye eae he a: 
DEATHS, 
GALLOWAY.—M: 11, y) - 
Galloway, Pn As at OC Ciltten terrace, Monkstown, county Dublin, John 
Hotororr.- my - OL 13, ‘at Sourriemouth, Thomas William ‘Holerott, late of Seven- 
TockER~-May 1 16, J re solicitor, of Salters’-hall-court, E.C., aged 57. 








Tw 
ha rm fe ee for f sanitary are y samen | m and eu on a London a dwelling. 


lation’ Compane, 11 10, Viet ee ar Westminster. = ame pen 5: 94 free.—(ADVT. 


FURNISH ON NORMAN & STACEY’s » 2 or 8 
best Fustnis Greta, %, ° ictotia-street, 1.0. 
sy ina y ae —({ ADV?. 


the system; 60 wholesale firms. Offices, 79, 
Branches at 121, ball Mall, 8. W., and 9, Liverpool-street, 





LONDON GAZETTES. 
THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1883. 
Frmay, May 14, = 
RECEIVING 
Allen, Ernest James, West Drayton, Gceackauaher. Windsor. Pet Apriz7. Ord 
May 8. moon anes oe 
Alsop. Baward, 2 ee tingham, Fishmonger. Nottingham. Pet May 12. Ord May 
mam Se Blacksmith. Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough. 
¥ = May 11. Exam May 19 
Andre ee a Nottingham. Pet May 10. Ord May 
11. Ord May 11. a wii _ 
1. 
Boren, Stephen, Wi Wolverhampton, Grocer. Wolverhampton. Pet May tii. Ord 
Caton. William, Linddersfield, Po tato Van Proprietor. Huddersfield. Pet May 


3. Ord Ma: Exam June 12 at 10 30 


y 11. 
Ormmp, Heser,, Pigpereng toad, Earl's Court, Of n 0 occupation. High 
Court. Pet Mar27. Ord May 11. Exam June 38 at 11.80 at 3% Lincoln's inn 


e 

Da John, Meld, Miller, Chester. Pet May11. Ord May ii. Exam May 27 
ete the Gastle, 

Drummond, John Edward, Cross st, Great Sutton st, Clerkenwell, Lamp Manu- 

h Court. Pet May 12. Ord May 12.. Exam June 25 at 11 at 3:, 


Tanoolw's (leh Co 
coln’s inn 
Ellis, Llenry. , Rye Hill Park, Peckham, W; s Traveller. 


, Hillsboro’ arehouseman’ 
pe oe Gourt. Pet May 12. Ord May 12. Exam June 25 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s 
on fi 
Ellson, ® John, Loughborough, Rope Maker. Leicester, Pet Mayii. Ord 
May 11. Exam June 9 at 10 
raham, Thomas, Newcastle on Tyne, Grocer. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet May 12. 
William Edward, Mellis, Suffolk, Farmer. Ipswich. Pet Apr 29. 
Exam June 11 at it 
eld, emapeteinn, Grocer. Chesterfield. Pet May 7. 


at 12 
sz t da Stoke Newington, Manufacturer’s Agent. 
~ der a, St 0. ExamJune 25 at 11.30at M4, Lincoln's 


Worcester, Tailor, Worcester. Pet May 10. Ord May 10. 


+ Michael, 
Exam May 25 at 11.30 
Harper, A Bank Farm, nr Bingley, Yorks, Farmer. Bradford. Pet 
i, it — Widow. High 
Lincol 


= Ord Mayi1!. Exam Junei 
n’s inn 


Merchant Bow rd, Rope Manufac 
Court. Pet May 10. Ord May i0. Exam June 25 at 11.30 at 34, 
Horner, Emmy v ee | Sheffield; Stationer. “Sheffield. Pet May 12. Ord May 12. 
Garoline, Lim Deshichabiee, D . Bangor. Pet May 11. Ord 


Hugpbes, Caroline, Lilandulas, 
11. Fram Sune 10 of 31 of Goust Sous 
--) “> J oka, = egy J gen Nottingham, Bricklayers. Nottingham. 
ll. May 11. Exam June 22 
, John, Newport, Mon, Grocer. Newport, Mon. Pet May 10. Ord May 
‘Ord Ma 5 | ag, William, Sat2 “_ ™ ny 
" une 8 a 
Jones, An Selina Birmingham, eut of business. Birmingham. Pet Apr 29. 
0: he DU 
olome iy Satanese Salop, Tobacconist. Wrexham. Pet May 
Hadnall, Salo Salo: Salop, Stud Groom. Shrewsbury. Pet May 10. Ord 


omas, Birmingham, Artist in Stained Glass. Birmingham. Pet 
ia Ord May 10. Exam June 8 at 2 Clerk. High 


Gore. Pe Pet Shay tn Ord Mew ce. of Sepee Coan Lincoln's ian 
ewport, Mon, Decorator. Newport, Mon. Pet May 8. 
yo ay Bh s Form, West Peckham, Farmer. Maidstone. 
cester, Tailor. - + Pet May 10. Ord May10. Exam 

gyals, John J sy Siggriens, Seecstie, out of business. Walsal!. Pet 
Seaman, Pepranen, G0 Tans Gt Yarmouth. Pet Apr 


outh, Licensed Victualler. 
Exam June 7 at 11 at Townhall. Gt Yarmouth 
Summers, John, jun , Strood, Greengrocer. Rochester. 
wWirtle' Exam June7 at? 


Hamer, Richard William 
High Court. Pet May 10 


inn fi 


ae ons 
ni HS 


. Pet Mayu. Ord 

Haat May tr shoo ronmonger. Lincoln. Pet May 10. Ord May 10. 

Wilkes, George, Datins’ Pietestnien, Bost Sanntastuee. Walsall. Pet May 
0. Ord May it. Beam Seno 

Williams, Brecon, Goal Merchant. Merthyr Tydfil. Pet Mayii. Oni 

pag Giegeestemhion, Cogpeme Bakes. Gloucester. Pet 

omas Poyntz, O tay a Oldham. Pet May 11. Ord May 11. 


une 8 
James ‘Lomas, and Harry Biaxland, Leeds, Woollen Manufacturers. 
. Pet May 12. Ord May12. Exam June 1 at li 


‘The selowing Amended Motte to eabetiated Sor that pabihed ia 

Mottet, Heotor, York. Hones Dealer York. Pot Ma 

orse jer. 
June 4 at 11 at . Guildhall, York 


The flowing amended notice is bss ta for that publish the 
mn Gonatte of 20. 
ay 5 Manufacturer. Oldbury. Pet 


Gt Barr, 8 
‘Ord Apr ib. sparen Coach 
Adee ie eee pooh | ot, Warehiouseman, May &% at 11. Bank- 
oes "Bastbourne, Fly Proprietor May 21 at 2. Mr. Champion, Sa, 
ay te an 

Andrew, Nottingham, Talor. May St at te Ola ver, 1, 

Beresford, Andrew,” Notting 
eer eey May &% at®?. 33, Carey st, 


ee Paes ta May Mat®?. Official 
cee May 25 at 4. Official Receiver, St. 








i 
: 
; 
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Brace, Thomas, Cardiff, Grocer. May 25 at 12. Official Receiver, 3, Crockherb- 
to Cardiff 


Caton. ‘William, Huddersfield, Potato Van Proprietor. May 25 at 3. Official Re- 
ceiver, New st, Huddersfiel 
Codling, Matthew, Easington, nr Saltburn by the Sea, Farmer. May 21 at 11.15. 
Station Hotel, Staithes 
Geet, Sires, ltred, Bradford, Stuff Warehouseman. May 21 at 12. Official Receiver 
Goutee anor row, Bradford 


m, Arthur Mark, no residence in England, Gentleman. May 26 at 11. 33, 
be st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Davies, John, Mo _ 3S peeammeens Miller. May 24 at 2. Official Receiver, 35, 
Victoria st, Live: 
Ellison, Cave, p= om rr Rope Maker. May 25 at 3. 28, Friar lane, 


icester 

Evans, David, Rhosycorn, Carmarthenshire, Timber Merchant. May 22 at 2.30 
Official Receiver, 11, Quay st, Carmarthen 

Gilcbrist, ens jultra, Atlantic rd, Brixton, Ironmonger. May 26at11. Bank- 
ruptcy bhigs. Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Gillatt. John, jun, Knottingley, Yorks, out of business. May 25 at 2. Official 
Receiver. Figtree lane, Sheftield 

Graham, Thomas, Newcastle on Tyne, Grocer. May 26 at 11. Official Re- 
ceiver, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 

Green, Frederick John, Greenwich, Solicitor. May 26 at 3. Official Receiver, 
100, he yy Westminster 

Gritin, Wi illiam, Leeds, out of business. May 24 at 11. St. Andrew’s chbrs, 22, 


, Leeds 
Gunton, George Arthur, Teddington, Mercantile Clerk. May 24 at 12. Bank- 
ruptcy . Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
— » , Worcester, Tailor. May 25 at 11. Official Receiver, Wor- 


ieee, Tenens, bee , Yorks, Farmer. May 2% at 11. Official Receiver, 31, 
row, 
ann, = Me Snook, Bristol, Baker. May 22 at 12.15. Official Receiver, 
Bank chbrs, Bristo 
Hughes, ) are iotiiee p ee, Draper. May 26at12. Official Re- 
ceiver, t chbrs, Cheste 
Kavenash holomew, Gawaster, Salop, Tobacconist. May 26 at 2.30. Offi- 
aang mer en it; chbrs ester 
8, Crckhir ohn Stanley, Cardiff, Tailor. May 22 at11. Official Receiver, 
*Grackherbtows, a 2 hurst 8 Hyde Park, Bellhange: 
omas James, Bathurst mews, Sussex sq, Hyde Par' r. 
——— 24 at 11. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
L o, Baily A A., Helston, Cornwall, Spinster. May 21 at 3. Duke of Cornwall 


uth 
Mcintosh che, Penarth, nr Cardiff, Draper. May 25 at 12.30. Official Receiver, 
Crockherbtown Cardiff 
en hn Robert, Sumner rd, Camberwell, Dairyman. May 2 at 11. 
p+ Ek, Sides Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Oftiey, Samuel Brett, Sydenham, Gent. May2at3. Official Receiver, 109, 
Be My ag 2 Mon., Decorator. May 22 at 12. Official R 
) rt sewport, on., Decorator. ay 22 at 12. c e- 
ceiver, 12, Tredegar pl, Ne fon 
Pierson, William Geampa, Geetha, "Kent, Farmer. May 22at3. Official Re- 
ceiver, Week st, Maidstone 
Price, John Edward, Bedford pl, Russell 2 PONE, May 26 at2. Bank- 
prot Ww kK. . Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fi 
. Cahanten, juxta B pe Boot Dealer. May 
25 at 11. William Receiver, 3, Crockher town, Card 
, Robert, Leicester, Tai'or. May 2iat3. 28, F: coe lane, Leicester 
Ridge, James, Brighton, of no occupation. May 22atii. Official Receiver, 
39, Bond st, Brighton 
alee John Jones, eanateee, Staffordshire, out of business. May 25 at 11. 
cial Receiver, Bridge st, Walsall 
, Rot 7 Mad Yorks, Stationer. May25at3. Official Re- 
ceiver, Figtree ne, Sheffield 
Silcock, William Flowerday, Pelham rd, South Wimbledon, Victualler. May 27 
ati1. Bankruptcy ae, Ge ., Portugal st, Linecoln’s inn fields 
, Robert ~eony ey ee ~ herd’s — no occupation. May 
dgs, Portugal st. coln’s elds 
Stevens. H "Ham ean rd, Southall, Middlesex, —_) -- eR May 2 at 
Official hy 109, Victoria st, Westminster 
Sunimers John, jun, n, Strood, Kent, Greengrocer. May 25at11. Officiel Re- 
ester 
Ward. Walter, nae rd, Notting Hill, Draper. May 2%7atii. Bankru 
bidgs, Portugal st . Lincoln’s inn fields ptcy 
Watson, Edward Johnson, Jewin st, Costume Manufacturer. May 2% at 2. 
Bap bidgs, Portugal st, Lincolay s inn fields 
= Seay eymouth, Marine Store Dealer. May 21 at1.15. Official Re- 
~- aon 
. George, Darlaston, Staffordshire, Boot Manufacturer. May 2% at 10. 
er, Bridge st, Walsall 
by! ng Thomas, Brecon, Coal Merchant. May 24 at 11.30. Castle Hotel, 


Winby, F. Charles, Bridge st, Westminster, Civil Engineer. May 2 at 2. 
bidgs. Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Wood, Isaac, Worship st, Zinc Worker. May 26at12. 38, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of May 7. 
Cox, John, Nottingham, out of business. May’: 2iat1i2, Official Receiver, 1, 
High pavement, Nottingham 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Atkins, John, pated Serast, Nottinghamshire, Beerselier. Nottingham. 
Pet Marz. Ord May 
Attwell, Robert Henry, Southwark Bridge rd, Licensed Victualler. High Court 
Pet May 6. Ord May 12 
U, Francis, m, Blacksmith. Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough. 
Pet May 11. Ord May i1 
Charice Allen . Charles Allen Belyea, jun., and George Albert Belyea, 
SWners. Liverpool. Pet. Apr 12. Ord es 
Sarah, Sheffield, Tobacconist. Sheffield. Pet Apr 20, Ord 


Pr Be, paward Lawrence, Church 14, Richmond, Analyst. High Court. Pet 
Mar 2. Ord May 10 
Cree John, Ashton under Lyne. Grocer. Ashton under Lyne and Staly- 
. Pet Apr2. Ord May 8 
Emma Lyndhurst, Weston super Mare, Spinster. Bridgwater. 
‘et Apr 8. Ord May 10 
James, New Malton, Yorkshire, Baker. Scarborough. Pet May 1. 


ictualler, Bath. Pet Apr 16, Ord May 11 
h rd, Upper Westbourne Park, no occupation. High 


ret Ears. on Rye Han gx, Peckham, Warchouseman’ eller, 
Mich Coase Pet Say 12 On My i eee onueeg 
17, ‘a 
Chores, 1 Thomas, Brixton, Auctioneer. High Pet Mar 10 Bed May 10 





== ———» 

Hancock, Francis ser, Wood st, Cheapside, Stationer. High Court. Pet 
May 3t. Ord May 

Horaer, Ernest Fred. Sheffield, Stationer. Sheffield. Pet May 12. Ord-Mayi9 

Hudson. 1 Edward William, hancery lane, Builder. High Court. Pet Mar 1), 


Hines, x Garotine Liandulas, Denbighshire, Draper. Bangor. Pet May 1, 

Jardine, Be “Robert John, Luton, Straw Hat Manufacturer. Luton. Pet Apr 19, 
ir ay 10 

Fe ray Arthur William, Birmingham, Draper. Birmingham. Pet May 10, 


Ord il 
Littlewood, ys pe Leonard, Great Yarmouth, Tailor. Great Yarmouth. Pet 
r Ord Ma 
Mill, ‘Edward. aed Arthur Albert Baxter, Gorleston, Suffolk, Blacksmiths, 
Great Yarmouth. Pet Apr 28. Ord Ma 
Mitchley, Samuel, Miunstecten, Tailor, Ring's Lynn. Pet Apr2i. Ord May 1 
Marron, 4 faman, Ferndale, Glamorganshire, Tailor. Pontypridd. Pet May 6, 
eo Gatbert Vaux, Martock, Somerset, Grocer. Yeovil. Pet May 6. Ord 


Pons, Graham, Cheltenham, Gent. Cheltenham. Pet Feb 13. Ord May 10 
Pajiire, Jos ohn Albert, Newport, Mon, Decorator. Newport, Mon. Pet Ra: 


a 
Phillips, Robert, — Carriage Broker. Bristol. Pet Aprs. Ord gy kn 
ers, George, Pontypool, Mon, Boetmaker. Newport. Mon. Pet 


May 10 
at 5 aes Shenstone, Staffs, ont of business. Walsall. Pet lhe ul, 


1 
—< » George, Rotherham, Yorks, Stationer. Sheffield. Pet May 5. Ord 


Sigros, George Eustace, Regent st, Publisher. High Court. Pet Mar 2. Ord 


8 
Stares, James, Peckham rye, peber. ., ah Court. Pet May7. Ord May i2 
— mere, J John, jun, Strood, K Greengrocer. Rochester. Pet May il, 
r 
Walker, , EF Wood, Balham, Tobacconist. h Court. Pet Apr 8. Ord Ma: = 
Witers, a Henry, Boyle st, Saville row, Jeweller. High Court. Pet 


Watsop, George, a Py be Henry Walker Hill, N FREE Engineers. Nottingham. 

'e r 

Wilby, William. Wredevick William Wilby, and William Herbert + Stacey, 
Birmingham, Engineers. Birmingham.’ Pet Aprié. Ord May 

Wildig, John Henry, Lincoln, Ironmonger. Lincoln. Pet May A ” on May 10 

Wilkes, George. Darlaston, Staffordshire, Boot Manufacturer. Walsall. Pet 
May 10. Ord May 12 

vem — Lurline gardens, Battersea, Clerk. Wandsworth. Pet May 4. 

ay 
Wright, Thomas Poyntz, Oldham, Surgeon. Oldham. Pet May ii. Ord May 11 


TUESDAY, May 18, 1886, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Apelt, August Ferdinand Emil, Castle ct, Lawrence lane, Merchant. High Court. 
et Mar 23. Ord May 13. Exam June 30 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 


ye Robert, a, Shoemaker. Northampton. Pet Apr 19, Ord 


Cle; egos, ie Nicholson, —ppemnend, Chemist. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet 
Ord May 14. Exam May 27 

Cobbald, Horace W, Twyford, Norfolk, Farmer. Norwich. Pet May 1. Ord 
May 13. Exam June 8 at 12 at Shire Norwich Cas 

Cooper, George Ambrose, Trowbridge, Wilts, Builder. Bath. Pet May i4, Ord 
Mayi4. Exam June 17 at 11.30 

Dobson, Isabella, Fenwick, nr aren, Northumberland, Farmer. New. 

pea nn i Pot May 15 Yay “y D oo Pet May 1 

“ 3, enry, vensthorpe, Yor raper. Dewsbury. Pe ay 14, 

Ord May Exam J 


une 22 
Ellis, Jannes, Willesden lane, Willesden, Surveyor. h Court. Pet May 14, 
Ord May xam June 20 at 12 at 84 Lincoln's inn fields ad 
Fox, Robert. Charles, Cirencester, Haulier. a. Pot May 12. Ord May 

18. Exam June 9 at 2 at Corn Higchenee, Swindon 


le 


Coney James, Smarden, Kent, Farmer. Oanterbury. Pet May 13. Ord May 
Exam June 4 

Guiith, Tho mas, Bangor, Grocer. Bangor. Pet May 14. Ord May 14. Exam 

Boone 10 at 11 at Court Bouse, a ‘or 


pel, » Dudley miley pl, Fad gton, Bootmaker. High Court, Pet May 

14. May 14. une 25 at 2 at "34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Hobbs, Charlotte, Kettering, Pastry Cook. Northampton. Pet May 11. Ord 
May 11. Exam Jul 

Hoge, George, Po Wedwish, Watchmaker. Greenwich. Pet May 14. 

Mey. 14, Exam June 18 at 

Jillings, William armed Bri » Norfolk, out of business. Norwich. Pet 
nid 5. Exam June 8 at 12 at irehall, Norwich Castle 

Kent, William f ~~ Bt Austell, “Cornwall, Draper. Truro. Pet May 14. Ord 
May 14. Exam June 5 at 11.30 

Kirton, Richard Gervase, Kennington Park rd, Commission Agent, High Court. 
Pet Apr 22. Ord May 14, Exam June 24 at 11.80 at 34, Lincoln's inn fields 

Knight, Frederick William, Lower Agdiacombe at Croydon, Ironmonger. 
Croydon. Pet May 11. Ord Mayi11. Exam Jun 


Levy, Isaac ogeeeson rd, Hagueron, Licensed ‘Victualler. High Court, Pet 
Apr 13. ¢ 13. Ord y 14 Exam June 24 at 11.30 at 81, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Lewis, David, St. Issells, Pembrokeshire, Chemist. Pembroke Dock. Pet May 
12, Ord May 12. Exam May 26 at 11.30 at Temperance Hall, Pembroke Dock 
Marchant, Robert Mudge, Canon , Engineer. h Court. Pet Mar 12. Ord 

May i4. Exam June oy at 11,80 at , Lincoln’s inn fields 
ordon, Goldsmith bldgs, Temple, Barrister. High 
fas, Bot Apr Apr 20. ‘Ord May 18. Exam June 24 at 12 at 34, Lincoln’s inn 


McPhillips, James, Gateshead, Licensed Victualler. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet 


May 15. Ord May 15. Exam 27 
Messent, Charles, Bucklersbury, “hecretary to Fompany. High Court, Pet 
une 24 at 12 at ig gg pa “een 
. ay 


Apr 12. Ord Ma; 
lgehey, , Derbyshire, late eS 


Moore, Bae. 1d 
Noween Th Hobbs, Haselbury B: Desectchine, A ted Water M: 
ewman, Thomas Ho era a ‘anu- 
poounty tach Dcclaniee Per May 138. Ord May 1 Exam May 27 at 12.30 at 
Joun’ orch 
"Richard B oa. Priget’ # bridge, Mortlake, Bricklayer. Wandsworth. 
PRR Ma iy ++ 


13. ord fil’ De 
Price, Jo of, Jolin,” P br en ,» Innkeeper. Excter. Pet May10. Ord May 14. 
XAM « une al 
Puree Stephen, Newcastle on Tyne, Licensed Victualler. Newcastle on Tyne. 
Pet May 14. Ord May 14, Bane tas er 
castle Agent. Newcastle on Tyne. 


a 

pa ae Court. Pet Apr 9%. Ord 
t ’9 inn 

iterson. ot, Lincoln id Family Grocer. Bolton. 





Ave 17, ay 12 orth, Staffordshire, Builder. Birmingham, my 
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14. Ord 14. Exam June? 
“Pe May tit Gonmercial Traveller. High Court. Pet Apr 
ord May 13, Exam June 22 at 11.30 at val fn aga s inn fields 


Joseph. Accrington, Lan burn. Pet May 14. 
nylanas, J 14, é Lay = mad i at 11.30 at Gointy Court house. 


Blackburn 
li, ide, Auctioneer. ourt. Pet Feb 3. Ord May 
Ketch ve ev ee teat at 11 rey Lincoin’s inn Hlelds 
illiam, West —— ffordshire, Surgeon. Oldbury. Pet May 


sone Will 
ee 14. Exam J) 
tore TA, Stanford rd, South Kensington, Gent. High Court. Pet Mar 
peveord ay 6.” 6. Exam June 22 at 143 ms * 34, Lincoln’s fields 
Wadsworth, Sain uel, Peckham Rye, High Court. “a Apri5. Ord May 
June 22 at 11.30 at 34, Pincoln? 8 inn fields 

white, Henry, Sutterton, Lincolnshire, Shopkeeper. Boston. Pet May3. Ord 
May 16. 


xam June 10 at 2 
Wilson, W: aryport, Competent, Ironmonger. Cockermouth and 


illiam, 
Workington. Pot May 1 12, Ord May 13. May 31 at 3.30 at Court house, 
Cockerm 


outh 
Wright, James, Knottingley, Yorks, Glass Bottle Manufacturer. Wakefield. 
Pet May 14. Ord May 14. Exam June 10 


Fist MEETINGS. 
Attwell Robert Henry, Sosheuk Bridge rd, Licensed Victualler. May 28 at 12. 
33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Destington, Blacksmith. May 25 at 38, Official Receiver, 8, Albert 


” Middlesboro 
Bein William Frederick, Birmingham, Dentist. May 27 at 12. Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Pore st, Tinsobis oy fields 


4s Same, nr Beaconsfield, Farmer. May 26 at 12.45. Red Lion 
h YESS. — Chemist. May 28at11. Official Receiver, 


ewrcantic 0s on Ty: 
Cobbald, Horace William. 'fwyford, Norfolk, Farmer. May 29 at 12. Official Re- 
enver, £ 8, King st, Norwicl 
Colley, i finch Wenlock, Salop, Farmer. June 15 at 10. Law Society, Talbot 


pt Maining, Holloway rd, Bootmaker. May 27 at11. 33, Carey st, 
May 31 at 11. 383, Carey st, 
Dobson, Isabella, Stamfordham, Northumberland, Farmer. May 29 at 10,30. 
Official Rece: 


iver, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 


Elliott, Edwin, Kenneth rd, Westbourne pk, no covapation. May 27 at 12. 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields “ 


Ferguson, John Mansfield, Princes st, Cavendish square, Architect. May 27 at 2. 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Ford, Henry, Shre u wsbury, riting Clerk. June 15at 11.30. Law Society, Talbot 
rs, Shrewsbury 
comer Charles, Cirencester, Haulier. May 26 at 10.45. Fleece Hotel, 
meeste 
Griffith, Thomas, —— ge Carnarvonshire, Grocer. June 1 at 3. Official Receiver, 
weet, cabre Cheste: 
Hadingham, William Edward, a = Suffolk, Farmer. May 25 at 12.15. Official 
ane, Th Westgate st, I cows ch 
May 26 at 3. Angel Hotel, Chester- 





= Lower Grosvenor pl, Milliner. 
fields 


Hallam, Thomas, Chesterfie fa, Grocer, 


nee, Stanley, Haymarket, Stockbroker. May 28at2. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
mn 


. May 26at2. Official Receiver, 35, 

Howell, J A wt ee mock, Greerick. ae occupation. May 27 at 8. Official Re- 
oe 109, Victoria st, Westminste 

ee W J, Liverpool, Builder. May 26 at 3. Official Receiver, 35, Victoria 


Jae, J ae, amt Mon, Grocer. May 26 at 1%. 12, Tredegar pl, Newport, 
Johnson, Arthur William, Birmingham, Draper. May 26 at 11. Official Receiver, 


Lewis, Frederick Li peescough, Yorks, Grocer. May 26 at 11.90, Official 
Receiver, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

Lyon, Joseph, Stockton on Tees, Boot Dealer. May 25at11. Official Receiver, 
8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

MoPhillips, oon ames, a. Tietaeed Victualler. May 29 at 11.30. Official 
wepeaiver: Pink lane, Newcastle on 

Millward, Joseph, Aston juxta Birmingham, Corn Merchant. May 927 at 11. 

Official ‘Receiver, Birming 

Moore, Mark, Idridgehay, parttire, late Farmer. May 27 at 12. Official Re- 


Marion “* James’s chbrs, De 
yh = gon ° unton, Baighton, Gentleman. May 26 at 12, Official Re- 


wfc, ; Moses, B Birmingham, Jeweller. May Si at 11. Official Receiver, Birming- 


Newman, Thomas pie Haselb an, Dorsetshire, Aerated Water Manu- 
rer. ay Antelope ary py 1, Dorchester 

Oelrichs, Jessie faith B roderick rd, Wandsworth Soeunen, Divorced Woman, 

May 26 at 12. Official Receiver, 109, Victoria st, Westminste: 

Plowman, Henry Charles, Birmingham, Furniture Dealer. Jone lati. Official 
ver, 

i ~ , John, Poughill, Devon, Innkeeper. May 28 at 11. Castle of Exeter, at 
r 


Purcell, Stephen, Newcastle on Tyne, Licensed Victualler. May 28 at 11.30. 
Official iver, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 
Reay, Thomas, Newcastle on Tyne, © ——— ‘Agen. May 28 at 10.30, Official 


tiv 


iver, Pink lane, New ie on 
ye George Paterson, Bolton, Lancashire, Grocer. May 28 at 11, 16, Wood 
Rowand , Wiliam, Norwich, Innkeeper, May 96 at 11. Official Receiver, 8, King 
0 
Wi ker, Basil Wood, Balham, Tobacconist. May 27 at 12, Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Portugal st, Lincoln’ 8 inn fields 
Walters William , Boyle st, Saville row, Jeweller. May 28 at 11. Bank- 
Tuptcy bldgs Port st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Wildig, John Henry, Lincoln, Ironmonger. May 27 at 12. Official Receiver, 2, 
we Benedict's 8q, Lincoln 
Wright, Henry, Cinderford, Gloucestershire, Copperas Maker. May 2% at 3, 
won Inn, Cinderford 
t, Thomas Poyntz, Oldham, Surgeon. May 25 at 3. Official Receiver, 
- chbrs, Union st, Oldham 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Ay; _Richant, Bledlow, aw Coal Merchant. Aylesbury. Pet 
Bot Moy 


zoaes, | Vanseater, G akeor, nj 
aivectinnston. u. Ord 


. aon 
towen, Brak, Haabinga, Talo. Grover. 
illiam, Huddersfield, Van Proprietor, Huddersfield. Pet May 8. 


ay 
“tiny i 








Siegen tn, Be rd, Penge, Grocer. Croydon. Pet Apr 12. Ord 
oglley, Henry, Much Wenlock, Salop, Farmer. Shrewsbury. Pet Apr 21. Ord 
Oowdy. J John aah Elam st, Camberwell, Machinery Dealer. High Court. Pet 


May 8. Ord Ma 
Debby, Jomee, eer Ad “pet Ars James nee Dolby, Kingston upon Hull, Joiners. King- 
ey, ig. ey Grocer. Newport, Mon. 


mn Hull. Pet tiene roan 
chard W: 
rd, School 
‘ oar Boi Rotesiey Macleod, Kennington 
Stoke i 3 Manufacturers’ Agent. 


ieheon, m, Builder. Windsor. Pet Apr ae Ord May 15 
Holden, , oa pei Confecti swich. Pet Mar 19. Ord May 15 
Hum apers, Liverpool, Builder. wader’ sec. 103. 
J = Jo John as er, Spetes rd, Stoke Newington, Tea Dealer. Liverpool. Pet 
r 17. ay 
vee Thomas Henry, Colwyn Bay, Denbighshire, Draper. Bangor. Pet Apr 
wiee ares "Arthus Percival, Lincoln's inn fields, Solicitor. High Court. Pet Apr 2. 
petitonen- Oswestry, Salop, Tobacconist. Wrexham, Pet May 
2 caman ames, Aldershot, Grocer. Guildford and Godalming. Pet Apr 8. 
Ord Ma: 
vai Frederick William, Masbrough, Yorks, Grocer. Sheffield, Pet May 5. 
Miller, Deccwe Haines, Telegraph st, Stockbroker. High Court. Pet Mara. 
aortin Mo, Stratford, Furniture Dealer. High Court. Pet Mar2. Ord 
Noween, Thomas Hobbs, Haselbury ary Bexen, Dorsetshire, Aerated Water Manu- 
facturer. Dorchester. Pet aw 13. May 13 
nei, Samuel, Hulme, Manchester, Painter. Salford. Pet Apr 13. Ord 
Pye a, Wee on Tyne, Licensed Victualler. Newcastle on Tyne. 
a 
Wandsworth rd, Horse Dealer. Wandsworth. Pet Mar 15. Ord 
pan 1 ae Bradford, Music Hall Proprietor. Bradford. Pet 
PE hag Charies, "Birkbeck avenue, Horn lane, Acton, Carpenter. Brentford. 
Pet Apr 38. Ord May 10 
» i George, Ramsgate, Block Maker. Canterbury. Pet Apr 13. Ord 
a 
Coventry. Pet Apr 


Thomas, Henry wilt, , Coventry, Licensed Victualler. 
er’s rd, West Kensington, Clerk in Holy Orders. 
iy 


Teed a 


, Anthony Mann, Girdl 
Court. + Pet Mar 25. Ord May 13 
nine Vi Snes, Gwendyr rd, Kensington, Gent. High Court. Pet 
bi Samuel, 


Pe ment, Marine Store Dealer. Dorchester. Pet May 7. 
Ord 


hiting, "Edward Bell, and Charles William Pater, Ston¢house, Devon, Coal 
Merchants. ”” 


st Stonehouse. Pet aor ora Ly Aa 
“ Henry, Colwyn Bay, Denbighshire. Bangor. Pet Apr 
be alias, Hag Llanberis, Carnarvonshire, General Dealer. Bangor. Pet Apr 


plane, ee, Brecon, Coal Merchant. Merthyr Tydfil. Pet Mayit. Ord 
Williams, William eaten, Pennant, Montgomeryshire, Draper. Newtown. Pet 
Apri4. Ord May 15 
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SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA 
Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality 
with the excess of fat extracted. 
sony Facul Bag erm it “ the most nutritious, per- 

le beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
Supra, and inyaluable for Invalids and Children. 
y commended by the entire Medical Press. 
Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 
all palates keeps for years in all climates, and is four 
times the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 
eek, &c., and Im BEALITY CHEAPER than such 


Made ‘aetanbensosshy witn .iling water, a teaspoonful 
to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than » mny. 
Cocoariwa a La Vaniiuz is the most delicate, digestible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
a chocolate = prohibited. 
In tins at ls, 6d ~ les &c., by Chemists and 


Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietor, 
A. Scuwsrrzuz & Co., 10, Adam-st., Strand, London, W.C 


INTEMPERANCE, 
SOLMAN HILL HOUSE RETREAT, 


HALESOWEN, WORCESTERSHIRE. 


Licensed wnder the Act of 1879, for Ladies only. 
erms from £2 2s. per week. 
Apply to “the Proprietor, Townsend H: use, 
lesowse a. 








at AUTHORITY, 


The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1883. 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 


wth BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 
“MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION 





speedily in the form for registration and 
‘iecibution. SHARE CERTIFICATES, D SE docienal 
design 


engraved and ey OFFICIAL SEALS 
oa executed. No Charge for Sketches, 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO. 


(Late ASH & FLINT), 
Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.C. (ourner 
cf Serjeants’ -inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


PARTRIDGE & COOPER. 


LAW AND GENERAL STATIONERS, 
1&2, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON E.C, 


Late Copying and Engrossing. 
Onan paca ant agate, of the lowes onto & 
charges, Seek Dineval aihttied on agreed accounts 
LAW PRINTING. 


STATEMENTS OF CLAIM AND DEFENCE, AFFI- 
DAVITS, and other PLEADING, Printed at Is. per folio. 

DEEDS, CONVEYANCES, MORTGAGES, &c., Printed 
in form for "Registration. 

Discount allowed for cash on agreed accounts, 


LITHOGRAPHY. 


ABSTRACTS, BRIEFS, PETITIONS, DRAFTS 
MINUTES OF EVIDENCE, Lithographed 


PLANS O RerArEs, SPECIFICATIONS, BUILD 
ING SOCIRTIES' D EEDS, LEASES, &c., Lithographed 
with accuracy and dispatch. 


PARCHMENT AND LEGAL PAPERS 
Samples and Catalogues sent post-free. 


TO H.R.H. THE PRINCE OF WALIS. 
BEAD AND 00/8 OWN SAUCE. 














Qours, PRESERVED PROVISIONS, 
MEATS and YORK and GAMF 

PIES, also 
| etmaiceed OF BEEF, BEEF TEA, 


|p ‘UBTLE SOUP, and JELLY, and other 














GPEOIALITIEBS for INVALIDS 
CAUTION :—ZEWARE OF IMITATIONS. 
11, LITTLE STANHOPE 8ST 





ET, MAYFAIR, W. 


EDE AND S50N, 


ROBE 


PER MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Majesty the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the | 


Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, 
and Clerks of the Peace, 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


4. CHANCERY LANE, LONDOVW. 


ESTABLISHED 1851. 


IRKBECK ne Bs. 
hoe, eae ry-lane. 
REE cr CENT. EREST allowed on 


NTEREST on CURRENT 
‘oO at on the minimum monthly 
Balances when not drawn below £100. 
e Bank undertakes for its Customers, free of 
, the Custody of Deeds, Writings, and other 
charge jes and Velawes, the collection of Bills or 
Exchange, Dividends, and ‘Coupons; and the purchase 
and sale of Stocks, Shares, an Annuities. tters of 
Credit and Circular Notes issued. 
The BIRKBECK ALMANACK, with full particu- 
lars, post-free, on application. 


FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, Manager. — 


M ESSRS. JOHNSON & DYMOND beg 
to announce that their Sales by Auction of 
cuate, Watches, Chains, Jewellery, Precious Stones, 
oe, 0 are Fang on Mondays, Wednesdays, Thursdays, 
an 


The aieeatton of Setielions, Executors, Trustees, 
and others is particularly called to this ready means 
for the disposal of Proserty of deceased and other 
ox 

n cong 








uence of the frequency of their sales | 
D. are enabled to pon me large or smail 
paren at short notice (if req 

Sales of Furniture held bo aeivate ny 

Valuations for Probate or fer. Terms on ap- 
plication to the City Auction Rooms (established 
1793), 38 and 39, Gracechurch-street, E.C. 

essrs. Seknaen & ond beg to gouty that 

their Auction Sales Wearing Apparel, Piece 
Goods, Household on Office Furniture, Carpets, 
Bedding, &c., are held on each day ‘of ‘the week 
Saturday excepted) 








LONSDALE 





Special Departments for Stationery and Bookbinding 


ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


Printers, Lithographers, Stationers, &c., 
LONSDALE BUILDINGS, 27, CHANCERY LANE. 





UNTEARABLE LETTER 
COPYING BOOKS. 


HOWARD'S PATENT. 
Stronger and more durable than any other 
Letter Copying Books now made. 
THE COPYING BOOK FOR THE PROFESSION 
PRICE List UPON APPLICATION. 





WODDERSPOON & CO,, 
7, SERLE STREET, anv 1, PORTUGAL STREET? 
LINCOLN’S INN, W.C. 


HODGKINSON & CO.’S 
HAND-MADE BRIEF, FOOLSCAP 
and other PAPERS. 


THE MOST SUITABLE FOR SOLICITORS 
Can be obtained through all Stationers. 


DINNEFORD’S MAGNESIA, 


The best Remedy for 


ACIDITY of the STOMACH, HEARTBURN, HEADACHE 
GOUT and INDIGESTION, 


And safest Aperient for Delicate Constitutions, Ladies 
Children, and Infants, 


DINNEFORD’S MAGNESIA. 


EPPS’S 


GRATEFUL—COMFORTING 


COCOA. 


‘SUMMER TOURS IN SCOTLAND, 


eg ete the HIGHLANDS (Royal 
un rinan_and Caledonian Canals). 
| Royal Mail Steamer COLUMBA or IONA from 
pane Daily at 7 a.m., from Greenock at 9 a.m. 
conveying, in connection with his West Highland 
atoms po Long for Oban, Fort-William. Inver- 
ess, Loc e, Gairloch, Staffa, Iona, Glencoe, 
Beasmuwar, py fficial Guide, 8d.; Illustrated, 6d. 
sad 1s., by post, or at W. H. Smith & Sons’ Railway 
Bookstalls. Time Bill with Mer and Fares free from 

= — Davin MacBrayYNE, 119, Hope-street, 





ay 

















SOAP. 


SOAP, 


Pears’ 
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